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The aim of this study was to investigate lecturers’ perceptions and use of a Learning 
Management System (LMS) (Blackboard) at a rural university in the Eastern Cape, 
South Africa. Blackboard is one of the most popular LMSs worldwide but is, 
unfortunately, underutilised in higher education institutions (HEIs) where lecturers 
reduce its functionality to a platform for course content by ignoring its other tools and 
functionalities. There is a paucity of information on lecturers’ perceptions on using 
Blackboard as a LMS in higher education in the Eastern Cape. In order to address this 
lack of information, a quantitative research study was designed with a purposive sample 
of 141 male (51.1%) and female (48.9%) lecturers (mean age of 46.78±10.48) from all 
six faculties on all campuses at a rural university in the Eastern Cape. Lecturers were 
employed on average for 7.67±6.10 year at the university. Participants completed an 
online questionnaire that consisted of a biographical section and a second section about 
their perceptions of the use of Blackboard. The data analysis following the submission 
of these questionnaires considered the frequencies, means and standard deviations. It 
should be noted that the 46 items in section 2 of the questionnaire were subjected to 
an exploratory factor analysis, while group differences were determined with 
independent samples T-tests and analysis of variance (ANOVA). Relationships 
between variables were calculated with Pearson’s product moment correlations. 
Reliability of the sub-scales was determined with Cronbach’s alpha as a measure of 
internal consistency. 
 
The theoretical framework used to analyse the perceptions of lecturers on the use of 
Blackboard was the unified theory of acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT). 
UTAUT has been used globally to describe and understand the adoption of technology 
in an organisational context and was developed for an employee acceptance and use 
context. 
 
Although most lecturers who participated in the study (82.3%) indicated that they use 
Blackboard, reports taken from the university LMS, showed a more infrequent and 
underutilised use of Blackboard as an LMS at the university. Lecturers further indicated 
that they spend on average 28.07±21.39 percent of their teaching time on Blackboard. 
Lecturers seem to use Blackboard primarily for loading material (83.7%) and 




functions such as doing assessments (35.5%) to the use of journals (1.4%). 
 
 
Factor analysis yielded six factors about lecturers’ perceptions of the use of Blackboard, 
namely usefulness, performance expectancy, self-efficacy, technical support, effort and 
institutional support. Lecturers had a strong perception on the usefulness of Blackboard 
(3.99±.664). This perception stood in strong contrast with the actual use of Blackboard 
by lecturers and suggests a discrepancy between their perception of the usefulness 
and their actual use of Blackboard. Lecturers report a lower perception of Blackboard’s 
performance expectancy (3.55±,723). While a low perception of technical- (3.18±.758) 
and institutional (2.65±.832) support was observed, lecturers perceived they had a fairly 
higher level of self- efficacy (confidence) (3.60±.693) to use Blackboard. They 
perceived the effort to use Blackboard moderately high (3.47±.804). Although no 
gender group differences were observed on all factors (p > .05), faculty group 
differences showed a significantly higher perception (p = .013) for the usefulness of 
Blackboard in the Faculties of Health Sciences (4.30±.560) and Management and 
Commerce (4.10±.656) than all the other faculties. The Faculty of Health Sciences also 
showed a significantly higher (p = .000) perception for technical support (3.75±.673) 
than all the other faculties, due to having an e-learning specialist in the faculty. 
 
Faculties had a strong perception that Blackboard is effective (3.55±.723), however, 
they were less convinced that it would contribute much to the achievement of their 
teaching goals. It might also be difficult for some lecturers to engage in the LMS due to 
their perception of the limited institutional- (2.65±.832) and technical (3.18±.758) 
support. This appears to be impacting the confidence (3.60±.639) of lecturers to use 
Blackboard to its full potential. It is evident that if online teaching skills and teaching 
skills in general are continuously addressed through technical and institutional support 
and training, lecturers will engage with Blackboard with more confidence. 
 
This became even more evident with the increase of training and support for lecturers 
during the COVID-19 pandemic when the utilisation of Blackboard was forced on the 
lecturers as they moved from face-to-face teaching to online teaching. The data for the 
study were collected just before the COVID-19 pandemic that could have affected the 
lecturers’ use of Blackboard significantly, by putting pressure on lecturers to move to 
an online mode of teaching. A sharp increase in the number of instructors and modules 




restrictions was observed. In conclusion, although lecturers perceive Blackboard as an 
effective tool, the effort required to use the resource and their doubts about whether it 
will contribute to an improvement in their work performance and if it leads to better 
learner performance impact on their use of Blackboard in a negative manner. 
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The continuous growth and development of information and communication 
technologies (ICT) in education requires both universities and lecturers to adapt to be 
relevant with regards to teaching and learning of modern students in the 21st century 
(Englund, 2018). Fadel, Bialik and Trilling (2015) state that there is a rapid increase in 
the use of technology and that education needs to be redesigned to prepare students 
for the 21st century. According to UNESCO (2020, p 28), “Quality education systems 
have to enable learners to continuously adapt their competencies while continuously 
acquiring and even developing new ones”. 
 
According to Englund (2018), one of the biggest contributors to change in higher 
education is the increased use of technologies. The delivery of courses at higher 
education institutions in South Africa is still predominantly lecture-orientated and there 
is a limited use of technology for blended learning approaches (Higher Education Plan, 
2020). Ferreri & O’Connor (2013) argue that teaching must go beyond traditional 
lectures and needs to include ICTs. 
 
The concept of ICT was introduced in the early 1990s and according to UNESCO 
(2014), ICT is defined as any communication device or application involving the use of 
radio, television, cellular phones, computers and satellite systems. This also involves 
the various services and platforms associated with these devices, such as online or 
distance learning programmes and video conferencing. 
 
Ratheeswari (2018) states that communication technologies consist of the Internet, 
wireless networks, smart phones and other communication media. Moonsamy and 
Govender (2018) summarise the impact of ICT by arguing that it does not only 
contribute to the quality and flexibility of education, but it leads to a more student- 
centred approach, which enhances collaboration between student and lecturer. 
However, the biggest problem in this study is that staff at the HEI have not been made 
aware of the benefits of ICT in the education process. This has been highlighted in crisis 
times when education had to continue during student strikes and the COVID-19 
pandemic. In these circumstances teaching has been forced from being face-to-face to 




The Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus 2 (Sars-CoV-2) resulted in the 
COVID-19 pandemic that not only had a significant effect on the daily lives of people, 
but also on the activities of schools and universities globally (Bender, 2020; WHO 
2019). In the case of COVID-19, students were sent home in an attempt to ‘flatten the 
curve’ of the infection rate and to save lives (Naciri, Baba, Achbani, & Kharbach, 2020). 
The closure of schools and HEIs forced educational institutions to reconsider modes of 
education delivery from face-to-face to online delivery (Snoussi, 2019). In order to save 
the academic year, HEIs made these adjustments within a in a short time and needed 
to adapt the curricula to meet the needs of the changing times (Toquero, 2020). 
 
Universities should also develop and invest in infrastructure to keep up with the demand 
of integrating their teaching and learning models electronically (Bousbahi & Alrazgan, 
2015). However, according to the Higher education Annual Performance Plan 2020/21 
(Department of Higher education and Training, 2020), most universities in South Africa 
still use traditional face-to-face teaching models or blended models, which do not 
acknowledge the preferences of their students. The current cohorts of students at HEIs 
are labelled as Digital Natives (born after 1997) and Millennials (born after 1980) and 
they are prolific consumers of electronic media who actually prefer their teaching and 
learning to be integrated in an electronic platform. Bullen and Morgan (2016), Cirilli and 
Nicolini (2019) and Neumann, Caudill and Pelham (2018) report that these students 
differ widely from previous cohorts of students since they expect instant gratification, 
have a short attention span and lack key writing skills. This cohort of students prefer 
interactive learning by taking part in discussions, blogs, wikis and games. 
 
On the contrary, most lecturers currently at HEIs can be classified as Digital Immigrants 
(Smith, Kahlke, & Judd, 2020). Digital Immigrants are people born before personal 
computers and the Internet and they have under-developed technical skills to support 
the needs of this cohort of students who have been transformed and enhanced by 
technology (Katz & Macklin, 2001; Orlando & Attard, 2016). Montrieux, Vanderlinde, 
Schellens and De Marez (2015) and Kivunja (2014) report that because of Digital 
Natives’ expectations around learning, lecturers need to adapt by integrating innovative 




Unfortunately, the average older lecturer’s ability to adapt and adjust to integrating 
technology into their teaching pedagogics is slow. Often they view digital technology as 
a threat or barrier, reinforcing their resistance to change to meet the demands of Digital 
Natives and Millennials (Howard & Mozejko, 2015). Montrieux et al. (2015) and Kivunja 
(2014) claim that due to the expectations of Digital Natives around learning, lecturers 
need to integrate innovative technology use into their teaching practices. 
 
Bousbahi and Alrazgan (2015) claim that technology needs to be utilised to provide 
resources and activities for student learning and this can be accomplished by 
implementing a Learning Management System (LMS). The same view is supported by 
Ngandu (2015), highlighting the demand for HEIs to produce graduates equipped to 
face the demands of the 21st century. A LMS is web-based software that supports the 
administration of courses in a centralised online location. It also provides accessibility 
to course materials and allows lecturers to deliver resources to support knowledge 
sharing and communication among students (Ugwoke, Ifeanyi Edeh, & Ezemma, 2019). 
LMSs enhance collaboration either synchronously (in real time) or asynchronously (off-
line) between students and lecturers (Dahlstrom-hakki, Alstad, & Banerjee, 2020). What 
is crucial about the effectiveness of a LMS is that both students and lecturers have a 
comprehensive understanding of all its features (Zanjani, Edwards, Nykvist, & Geva, 
2016) and a positive attitude towards the LMS developed through an orientation to the 
system (Sezer, 2019). 
 
It has been found that LMSs are not fully utilised at Higher education level and are 
mostly used for administrative purposes to upload content and study material rather 
than for pedagogical reasons that assist in the move away from face-to-face courses 
(Washington, 2019). Another drawback to rapid change is that it was also reported that 
lecturers lack the knowledge and expertise to effectively use the LMS (Lashayo, 2018). 
According to (Mohsen & Shafeeq, 2014), lecturers are reluctant to use e-learning tools 
because they might encounter barriers, even though they live in an age where digital 
resources are used on a daily basis. Consequently, due to lecturers’ attitudes and 
abilities, there is reluctance by some lecturers to use e-learning tools and this leads to 
a lack of accord among academic staff in higher education to make use of any LMS 
(Newton & Miah, 2017). This is further complicated by the fact that lecturers perceive 




of teaching methodologies (Mohsen & Shafeeq, 2014). Some fear that it will replace 
face-to-face time with students, which they consider essential, while other lecturers 
report a lack of time to administer e-learning and a lack of motivation to use the LMS 
(Walker, Lindner, Murphrey, & Dooley, 2016). 
 
LMSs such as Blackboard are used at various universities to provide on-line course 
content, to evaluate students, facilitate communication, to improve collaboration and 
provide a process of blended learning for students (Alenezi, 2018). Students and 
lecturers benefit from Blackboard because of its availability on the Internet, its potential 
to provide quick feedback, improved communication, tracking and skills building 
(Bradford & Porciello, 2014). As previously highlighted in this chapter, the current 
student population at universities consists of millennials and digital natives (Bullen & 
Morgan, 2016; Cirilli & Nicolini, 2019; Oblinger, 2008; Palfrey & Gasser, 2016, 
Merriman, 2015) and as we look at their characteristics it seems apparent that 
Blackboard is the ideal. These students have interests in Multimedia – Videos and 
learning material can be embedded in Blackboard (Sarkar, Ford, & Manzo, 2017); 
Discussions and communication can take place synchronously (live through 
Collaborate) or asynchronously through the discussion board, announcements and e- 
mails (Kivunja, 2014; Bagarukayo & Kalema, 2015a; Moonsamy & Govender, 2018). 
Digital Natives are emotionally open and they readily use the Journal/Reflective tool or 
Blogs. They experience a constant pressure to succeed, are seeking feedback, have 
an attitude of instant gratification; therefore, they respond quickly and expect rapid 
responses in return (Bullen & Morgan, 2016; Oblinger, 2008; Palfrey & Gasser, 2016; 
Cirilli & Nicolini, 2019). They appreciate the automatic online test results and grades 
being immediately accessible in the Grade Center; they also prefer teamwork and 
working collaboratively and the groups on Blackboard, group discussion board and 
break away rooms in Collaborate meet these needs (Bradford & Porciello, 2014). Even 
with all these features available in Blackboard and a clear indication that they meet 
student’s expectations, lecturers are still reluctant to use the LMS to its full potential. 
This seems to be purely because of certain perceptions and fears that are influencing 
them from using Blackboard effectively (Coleman & Mtshazi, 2017). 
 
In a most recent Council on Higher education (CHE) report, Webstock & Fisher (2016) 




challenges experienced which includes a lack of digital literacy among academic staff, 
absence of incentives for innovation in teaching and learning and the need for staff to 
develop efficient and pedagogically online courses. Govender and Govender (2014) 
claim that these challenges have a direct impact on the lecturers’ use of the LMS, 
preventing many from full utilisation of the platform. Lecturers need to be computer- 
literate for the successful integration of ICT into their teaching programmes. However, 
it is argued by Bagarukayo and Kalema (2015b) that computer literacy training is not 
enough and that lecturers should be trained on how to integrate technology into their 
lecturing. 
 
What is problematic, however, is that lecturers in South African universities often use 
LMSs for course management only, while functions like collaboration and teaching are 
still underdeveloped (Cilliers & Ntlabathi, 2017). Lecturers also often limit the use of 
LMSs to being only a platform for course materials and content delivery (Coleman & 
Mtshazi, 2017). Additionally, lecturers and students may foster negative attitudes 
towards e-learning because of a lack of awareness amongst lecturers and management 
of the benefits of e-learning (Isabirye, 2014). 
 
Valid factors affect a lecturer’s use of Blackboard and it is possible to group them into 
external factors (Jokiaho, May, Specht, & Stoyanov, 2018) and internal factors 
(Coleman & Mtshazi, 2017). The external factors include organisational factors, such 
as where there is inadequate technical support (Sackstein, Coleman, & Ndobe, 2019) 
and social factors, where HEIs do not support or encourage the use of use technology 
(Kitoo, 2020). The two factors, which seem to be the biggest influence on preventing 
lecturers from using LMSs effectively, are the lack of training and ICT skills (De Paepe, 
Zhu, & Depryck, 2019; Isabirye et al., 2017; Ugwoke et al., 2019). According to Wingo 
et al. (2017) and Coleman & Mtshazi (2017), the internal factors preventing lecturers 
from using LMSs effectively are the amount of time it takes to master the LMS and their 
low levels of self-efficacy and personal innovativeness 
 
There are different theoretical models to evaluate the acceptance of technology UTAUT 
(Davis, 1989; Costa, 2019) has been used for this study. According to a study completed 
by Venkatesh and Davis (2000), researchers have used the UTAUT model to test the 




success and performance of the new technology. The UTAUT model consists of four 
components: performance expectancy (PE), effort expectance (EE), social Influence 
(SI) and facilitation conditions (FC), which will be further explored in this study. 
 
The reason for conducting this study at a rural university in the Eastern Cape is to 
determine how these factors at this institution, where Blackboard has been utilised as 
the LMS since 2008, compare to those of other users globally. It has been reported that 
lecturers at this university do not use Blackboard to its full potential (Cilliers, Ntlabathi, 
& Makhetha, 2017) and this needs to be verified by evidence-based research. Since 
teaching has been generally face-to-face at this university, some lecturers have not 
recognised the benefits of incorporating Blackboard into their teaching practices. It is, 
therefore, crucial to investigate the perceptions of lecturers using Blackboard at this 
rural university. In South Africa, studies at the University of the Western Cape (Mapuva, 
2009) and at the University of South Africa (Venter, Jansen van Rensburg & Davis, 
2012) have explored lecturers’ perceptions about using a LMS in higher education. 
Nothing has been done regarding the same research at a rural university. The aim of 
this research is, therefore, to contribute to understanding a group of lecturer’s 
perceptions about using Blackboard at a rural university in the Eastern Cape. 
 
1.2 RESEARCH PROBLEM 
 
Mohsen and Shafeeq (2014), state that lecturers need to be convinced of the value of 
utilizing LMSs and other tools for online learning. It is foundational to create awareness 
among lecturers that technologically based methods of teaching and learning are 
effective instruments in modern teaching practice. Although the increasing status of 
LMSs in HEIs continues to rise and offer many opportunities to support effective 
learning, it has also created significant challenges for academic staff who feel 
increasingly strained to rethink teaching methodologies. These challenges include the 
usefulness of Blackboard as part of their strategy in face-to-face teaching practices, 
how easy it is to use Blackboard, their personal confidence (self-efficacy) to use an 
online LMS, the amount of effort it would take to implement an LMS in their teaching 
practices with an already high workload in a context where there is not much technical 
and institution support available. These challenges are addressed in theoretical models 
such as UTAUT by studying and aiming to change lecturers’ perceptions as a central 
 
 
component to address these challenges. Therefor this study, focused on determining 
lecturers’ perceptions of the factors that can influence their use of a LMS at a rural 
university in the Eastern Cape. 
 
1.3 RESEARCH QUESTION 
 
The research question for this study is: To what extent do lecturers’ perceptions of the 
factors influence their use of Blackboard (LMS) as an effective pedagogical instrument 
at a rural university in the Eastern Cape? 
 
This overarching research question, was divided into sub-questions, that were aligned 
with the objectives of the study, namely: 
 
• Which factors influence lecturers’ use of an LMS? 
• What are the faculty group differences among staff regarding factors influencing 
their use of an LMS? 
• What are the gender group differences among staff regarding factors influencing 
their use of an LMS? 
 
1.4 AIMS AND OBJECTIVES 
 
The aim of this research is to determine the lecturers’ perceptions of the factors 
influencing the use of Blackboard as a LMS at a rural university in the Eastern Cape 
and to assist them in using this e-learning platform more effectively as a pedagogical 
instrument. To achieve this aim, the following objectives have been set: 
 
• To use evidence-based research to determine the factors influencing lecturers’ 
use of a LMS 
• To determine any faculty group differences among staff regarding factors 
influencing their use of a LMS. 
• To determine whether there are gender group differences among staff regarding 
factors influencing their use of a LMS 
 






The method for this study includes the completion of a survey questionnaire that was 
developed from the literature (See Addendum 1). The attitude questionnaires of Bassam 
and Alshorman, (2018), Alghamdi and Bayaga, (2016) and Trayek and Hassan (2013), 
were adapted and integrated for the purposes of this research study. Bassam and 
Alshorman, (2018) developed their questionnaire from a revision of the theoretical 
literature, which consists of 24 items answered on a five-point Likert scale. Alghamdi 
and Bayaga (2016) based their questionnaire on the theory of reasoned action 
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), assessing beliefs as an underlying influence of an individual’s 
behaviour in respect of their use of a LMS. Trayek and Hassan’s (2013) questionnaire 
was based on the technology acceptance model (TAM), (Davies, 1989), assessing 
usefulness and perceived ease of use as underlying factors of a person’s attitude to 




All academic staff members at the university were invited via email to participate in the 
study. A purposive sample of academic staff members from the six Faculties at the rural 
university in the Eastern Cape responded to the invitation to complete the 
questionnaire. They were requested to follow a link that opened the questionnaire on 
an online research platform. 
 
1.7 DATA COLLECTION 
 
The strategy of this study can be specified as a quantitative, descriptive design as 
described by Mouton (1996:184-186). Quantitative method in the form of a survey 
questionnaire was used to collect data online (LeCompte & Preissle, 1993:32; Reeves, 
2000). The quantitative strategy implies that deductive reasoning was an integral part 
of the construction of the questionnaire, group differences and relationships between 
variables, as well as in the formulation of a conclusion. 
 
1.8 DATA ANALYSIS 
 
Descriptive statistics to determine mean, standard deviation and N and frequencies, 
representing the biographical variables of the sample, will be calculated and reported. 




data set but to preserve as much ‘variability’ as possible) and Varimax rotation (to 
minimise the number of variables that have high loading on each factor) will be 
completed to determine the staff members’ perceptions on the use of Blackboard at a 
rural university in the Eastern Cape. The mean score of every factor measures the 
perceptions of the lecturers on the use of Blackboard. If the mean score is high, it means 
that they have a high perception of the influence of the specific factor. If the mean score 
is low they have a low perception of the influence of that specific factor. 
 
Gender group and faculty group differences were determined with independent 
samples t-tests and one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) respectively. The 
independent t-test compares the means between two unrelated groups to determine if 
the associated population means are fundamentally different. ANOVA is similar to a t- 
test, but is used for analysing data when there are two or more groups that need to be 
compared according to their mean scores on a continuous variable. The ‘one-way’ part 
will indicate whether there are significant differences between the mean scores on the 
dependent variable across the groups. 
1.9 CHAPTER OUTLINE 
 
The chapter outline for the dissertation is as follows: 
 
• CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION: The introduction provides a critical discussion 
of the reasons for this research and the pressure to improve the use of online 
teaching and learning modes in higher education. 
• CHAPTER 2 – LITERATURE REVIEW: This chapter reviews the current 
literature on the definitions and theories associated with the use of LMSs in 
higher education and the factors impacting on the use of Blackboard as a LMS 
in HEIs. Although lecturers’ perceptions of these factors have been studied, the 
literature reveals a paucity of studies reporting on these factors in rural HEIs. 
• CHAPTER 3 – METHODOLOGY: This chapter explains the quantitative 
approach followed as part of a descriptive research design, including sampling 
and the research instruments used in the quantitative inquiry. 
• CHAPTER 4 – RESULTS: The results chapter provides tables and figures on 
the findings related to the biographical section and the items in the questionnaire, 





• CHAPTER 5 – DISCUSSION: In the final chapter, the results are discussed in 
relation to other studies globally, the limitations of the study and 
recommendations for future research are also discussed. 
 
1.10 CHAPTER CONCLUSIONS 
 
This chapter introduced the background topic, aims and objectives of the study and 
argues that the perceptions of lecturers on the use of Blackboard need to be addressed. 
The knowledge about these perceptions among lecturers at this rural university in the 
Eastern Cape has not been studied and this research is done to attend to this gap in 
the field of study. The next chapter will provide a detailed discussion of the current 
literature available on the factors influencing the lecturers’ perceptions on using a LMS 
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Chapter 2 is an in-depth investigation of the literature supporting the research on 
Lecturers’ perceptions and use of a Learning Management System (Blackboard) at a 
rural university in the Eastern Cape, South Africa. The literature surrounding definitions, 
theories and models associated with acceptance of technology will be explored. The 
most recent research, exploring factors associated with the use of a LMS in HEIs in a 
worldwide context will be critically reviewed and reported on. 
 
In this chapter, the historic context of education, education at higher education 
institutions (HEIs), the kind of students currently at HEIs, how COVID-19 pandemic 
influenced the online teaching and the role of ICT, LMS and Blackboard will be 
discussed. Also mentioned are the factors that influence lecturer’s perceptions of using 
Blackboard at HEIs worldwide, as well as in South Africa. The model that will be used 
to explain the acceptance of technology, is the UTAUT. 
 
2.2 EDUCATION AND HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS (HEI) 
 
Education is a fundamental part of every citizen’s development and it is intended to 
prepare students to succeed in the world. (Naziev, 2017) defines education as a 
process, which gradually brings positive changes in people’s life and behaviour and can 
also be seen as a “process of acquiring knowledge through study or imparting the 
knowledge by way of instructions or some other practical procedure”. Manolescu and 
Arustei, (2018) state that there are three kinds of Education namely Formal, informal 
and non-formal. According to (UNESCO-OECD-Eurostat, 2018) formal education is 
offered by public and recognised private institutions and consists of planned or 
structured learning events, which start with primary school and finish with university. 
Boykov, V., and Goceva, M. (2019) defines informal education as accidental 
information, which is received on a daily basis and non-formal education is education, 
which occurs outside the formal educational system 
 
There is a rapid increase in the use of technology in education at institutions to prepare 
students for the 21st century (Fadel, Bialik & Trilling, 2015). According to UNESCO 
(2020, p 28): “Quality education systems have to enable learners to continuously adapt 




Higher education, or tertiary education, builds on secondary education and provides a 
high level of complexity and specialised learning activities to students in various fields 
of education at (UNESCO-OECD-Eurostat, 2018). Various researchers (Englund, 
Olofsson, & Price, 2017; Montrieux, Vanderlinde, Schellens, & De Marez, 2015; 
Saroyan & Trigwell, 2015) report an expansion and diversification in higher education 
in the last twenty years. Higher education (HE) has expanded and diversified at an 
unprecedented rate due to changes in educational and political climates 
 
Higher education contributes to the intellectual life of a country and has a tremendous 
effect on the social, economic and cultural development of the nation (Department of 
Basic Education, 2016). According to the Higher education Annual Performance Plan 
2020/21, (Department of higher education and Training, 2020b), the programmes that 
are being delivered at the HEI in South Africa are still, predominantly very traditionally 
lecturer-centred. There is also very limited use of technology for blended learning 
approaches. The institutions that do make use of distance teaching still use the 
traditional correspondence paper-based model and this has contributed in the past to 
poor success rates in the South African university sector. Availability of ICT 
infrastructure varies at different institutions and is a major constraint in the utilisation of 
ICT to improve teaching and learning. 
 
O’Flaherty & Phillips, (2015) state that HEIs are under pressure to undergo 
transformation to meet the needs of an increasingly technologically-orientated 
economy. According to the Department of Basic Education (2017), curriculum learning 
objectives are more effectively achieved when digital tools are included in teaching and 
this strengthens the learner’s learning experience. 
 
The Department of Education (2004) report that this digital teaching must take place in 
“an environment where teaching is transformed and where learning is an ongoing, 
creative process”. The teaching and learning methodology needs to change and 
teachers and learners need to have access to: 
 
• high quality and relevant diverse resources, beyond what is currently available 




• improved ways of communication and collaborating with other learners and their 
teachers, and 
• opportunities for producing and presenting new knowledge. 
 
During the last decade, education has moved towards online and “blended” teaching, 
which replaced some components of face-to-face teaching (Govender & Mhkize, 2015). 
Currently, HEIs employ different blended learning approaches, which involve a 
combination of traditional face-to-face (F2F) instruction in class combined with activities 
outside of class (O’Flaherty & Phillips, 2015). Flipped classrooms, or inverted 
classrooms, originated in the United States and require that multimedia lectures be 
recorded for students to watch asynchronously when they are not in class (Ash, 2012). 
Ferreri and O’Connor (2013) suggest that to engage students and to promote learning, 
teaching must go beyond traditional lectures and include ICT in their teaching practices. 
 
2.3 INFORMATION AND COMMUNICATIONS TECHNOLOGIES (ICT) 
 
Bousbahi and Alrazgan (2015) report that ICT has a big impact on teaching and learning 
strategies and universities around the world are moving towards incorporating new 
technologies such as the LMS into the classroom. Moonsamy and Govender (2018) 
agree that the impact of using ICT does not only contribute to the quality and flexibility 
in education but it leads to more effective learner-centred approaches, which are used 
to improve collaboration between the student and the lecturer. Snoussi (2019) reports 
that academic staff need to be made aware of the benefits of ICT in the educational 
process since it allows collaboration and interaction between student and lecturer and 
must not be seen as just an administrative tool to upload course material. 
 
According to UNESCO (2003), the benefits of ICT integration in the training of teachers 
not only expose the teachers and students to different technologies but provides flexible 
and self-directed learning, promotes online communication and also assists in the 
management of large classes. Luhamya, Bakkabulindi and Muyinda (2017) suggests 
that after reviewing different studies on the integration of ICT in teaching and learning, 
the possibility of all venues integrating technology into education should be explored 





This was seen during the COVID-19 pandemic where schools and universities were 
closed globally and students were forced to engage in online learning (Bender, 2020; 
(Sahu, 2020; World Health Organisation, 2019). The virus spread via droplets in the air 
or from touching surfaces and other infected materials, thus threatening the lives and 
livelihoods of staff and students through infection with the virus (Meng, Hua, & Bian, 
2020). The virus initially just affected higher education in Wuhan, China where the virus 
originated, but eventually caused the closure of HEIs in 188 countries by April 2020 and 
forced all schools and HEIs with ICT capability to move to online teaching (Toquero, 
2020). The negative effects of this closure were reported in various studies from 
Portugal (Assunção Flores and Gago, (2020), Greece (Karalis and Raikou, 2020), 
Nigeria (Ogunode, Iroegbu, & Lydia, 2020), Spain (Gonzalez, Rubia, Hincz, Subirats, & 
Fort, 2020), Ghana (Owusu-Fordjour, Koomson, & Hanson, 2020) and the USA 
(Weeden & Cornwell, 2020). 
 
As a result, the President of the Republic of South Africa, Mr Cyril Ramaphosa, declared 
the coronavirus pandemic a national disaster (Disaster Management Act, Act 57 of 
2002) and announced lockdown measures in March 2020 to combat the spread of the 
disease (Presidency, Republic of South Africa, 2020). Following this announcement, 
the Minister of Higher education placed all post-school educational institutions on 
recess and effectively suspended all academic activities (Minister of Higher education 
and Training, 2020a). The unprecedented disruption in education has never been 
observed on such a large scale (Karalis & Raikou, 2020). The academic calendar was 
disrupted and students at universities were sent home to self-quarantine (Presidency, 
Republic of South Africa, 2020; UNESCO, 2020). Institutions were primarily closed to 
prevent the spread of the virus in an attempt to flatten the curve of the infection rate and 
save lives (Naciri, Baba, Achbani, & Kharbach, (2020). 
 
At the time of this report (04/10/2020), 728,836 positive cases, with 659,259 recoveries 
(recovery rate = 90%) and 19,539 deaths (mortality rate of 2%) were reported in South 
Africa (Department of Health, 2020). This ranked South Africa as the fifth largest 
number of infections in the world behind the USA, Brazil, India and Russia 
(sacoronavirus.co.za). Statistics on the number of infected cases in the nine provinces 
in South Africa, ranked the Eastern Cape fourth among the provinces behind Gauteng, 




In South Africa, the rules during level five and level four lockdown, isolated university 
staff and students at home, which posed a direct threat to the successful progression 
and completion of the 2020 academic year for universities (Higher education and 
Training Health, Wellness and Development Centre, 2020). In an attempt to combat 
this threat, universities have moved in a very short time from face-to-face models of 
teaching to online teaching wherever possible (Department of Higher education and 
Training, 2020a). This resulted in many lecturers and students requiring training in the 
management of their modules through online teaching (Marinori, Van’t Land & Jensen, 
2020). 
 
Although the Minister of Higher Education announced some relief with the return of 33 
percent of students during lockdown level three and a further 33 percent during 
lockdown level two (Department of Higher Education, Science and Technology, 2020b), 
universities were required to continue with online teaching to salvage the 2020 
academic year. Universities were required to upgrade their mode of delivery, move to 
emerging technologies and adapt their curricula to the needs of the changing times 
(Toquero, 2020). 
 
As campus-based activities were put on hold, a number of critical interventions were 
put in place by the Department of Higher Education and Training (2020b) to address 
the challenges. These included, among others, that staff were required to work from 
home and to utilise their remote learning systems for online teaching. To aid this a 
universal access deal was negotiated with major mobile network operators to provide 
students with data and connectivity. Students who did not have resources at home, 
were supplied with laptops to make it possible for them to engage in online teaching 
and learning in an approach entitled “leave no one behind” (Department of Higher 
Education, Science and Technology, 2020b). 
 
In the IAU report (Marinori, Van’t Land & Jensen, 2020) on the effect of the COVID-19 
pandemic on global higher education, the readiness of lecturers to move to online 
teaching and the need for training varied tremendously. In South Africa, universities 
which were previously classified as disadvantaged in the post-apartheid era and 
students who were from poor communities and rural areas, had to overcome severe 




(Department of Higher Education, 2020b; Koka, 2020). The academic calendar of 
universities for the year 2020 was affected severely and strategies were introduced to 
curb academic disruptions included moving courses to their online platforms and 
arranging for non-governmental organisations (NGOs) to make their learning material 
available (Mhlanga, Moloi, Mhlanga & Moloi, 2020). 
 
Universities play a central role in the transition to support students that needed to stay 
home for long periods of time, to continue with their learning. HEIs may, therefore, 
become valuable additions to improve learning at home in both the short and medium- 
term, by providing online teaching (Crawford, Butler-Henderson, Jurgen, & Malkawi, 
2020). Many local universities including Wits University, the University of Cape Town, 
University of Johannesburg, the University of Pretoria and others, continued their 
learning through their online LMSs (such as Blackboard), by providing study material 
and online teaching (Malla, 2020). There are some challenges in moving classes from 
face-to-face to online learning since not all educators are able to cope with this means 
of delivery (Sahu, 2020). Students are also at risk. UNESCO (2020) contextualised the 
extent of the challenge, reporting that 89 percent of students in sub-Saharan Africa lack 
access to laptops and 82 percent lack access to the Internet. To address this challenge 
in South Africa, laptops and data were made available to students and online education 
was delivered through zero-rated platforms and pre-recorded lessons were uploaded 
to these online platforms (Department of Higher Education, Science and Technology, 
2020b). HEIs seemed to be momentarily revitalised by the pandemic but were affected 
by many issues related to online teaching and learning. Hence, this study could shed 
light on lecturers’ perceptions in this regard. 
 
HEIs worldwide have already recognised the importance of utilising technology in the 
classroom to maintain student engagement and increase student satisfaction since 
currently, the students in the Institutions constitute mainly of Millennials (Born after 
1980) and Digital Natives (Born after 1997) (Ferreri & O’Connor, 2013; Jamaludin & 




2.4 TYPE OF STUDENTS AT HIGHER EDUCATION 
 
“If we teach today’s students as we taught yesterday’s, we rob them of 
tomorrow.” – John Dewey 
 
The philosopher, psychologist and educational reformer, John Dewey made the above 
statement long before our digital age, which is filled with all the technical resources 
(Kivunja, 2014). This statement was made more than a century ago but still these words 
echo louder now than before, since education institutions and teachers have to keep 
up with the technological advances of the 21st century. If not, the students are going to 
suffer (Bărbuceanu, 2020). The current student generations - Millennials and Digital 
Natives - are deeply influenced by the advent of digital technologies (Bullen & Morgan, 
2016). To keep these students engaged, radical changes need to be made to the 
educational systems, since these students behave and process information differently 
from the previous cohorts because of their exposure to digital technology (Oblinger, 
2008; Palfrey & Gasser, 2016). 
 
According to a review by Neumann et al. (2018), Digital Natives are people who have 
grown up and used technology since the day they were born. The authors state that 
Digital Natives expect instant gratification, they have a short attention span and lack 
key writing skills. Cirilli & Nicolini (2019) report that there are in fact six generations, as 
shown in Table 2.1 
 
 
Table 2.1 Six generations of users 
 
Generation Period 
Silent Generation Born between1925-1945 
Baby Boomers Born between 1946-1964 
Generation X or Busters Born between 1965-1980 
Generation Y or Millennials Born between 1981 and 1997 
Generation Z or Digital Natives of Founders Born between 1997 and 2010 
Alpha Generations or Screeners of Net-generation Born after 2010 
 
The Silent Generation, Baby Boomers and Generation X were born before computers. 




component of the current lecturer corps in higher education. Generation Y (Millennials) 
witnessed the introduction and rise of social media, smartphones, tablets and have the 
flexibility to access it all instantly, while Generation Z (Digital Natives) were born into 
technology (Merriman, 2015). 
 
The availability of technology has influenced the attitude of Generation Z towards their 
approaches to learning. This generation is characterised by the idea that “research is 
less about acquiring new knowledge and more about accessing a quick answer to 
complete an assignment” (Seemiller & Grace, 2017, p. 203). According to the authors 
this generation would need educational support to engage in effective reading and 
writing in comparison to their previous cohorts who primality got information from 
encyclopaedias and library books. This generation also tend to have concentration 
issues, an inability to focus and they require instant gratification (Seemiller & Grace, 
2017). According to a report released by Pearson, it was found that the educational 
expectations of Generation Z are already shaped by technology, even more than their 
previous generation, Generation X. This generation expects more rewards, more 
engagement and do not want to waste time. The report states further that technology is 
an integral part of their lives. 
 
Digital Natives prefer interactive learning by taking part in discussions and simulations 
(Sarkar et al., 2017). According to a study done by Kivunja (2014), Digital Natives prefer 
to rather access digital sources that are available online than to learn from linear, paper- 
based data in textbooks. In his study, he found that the Digital Natives learn the most 
by using online cameras, simulations, games, wikis and blogs that they create 
themselves. Kivunja (2014) further suggested that educators must look at the 
application of Bruner’s 5E instructional model (Bruner, 1966), since this new way of 
learning is consistent with active learning and constructivism. These five E’s are shown 






Figure 2.1: Bruner’s 5E instructional model. (Adopted from Cloud & Rainey, 
1998) 
 
Due to Bruner’s expectations Teo (2013) developed a Digital Native Assessment Scale 















Figure 2.2: Digital Native Assessment Scale (DNAS) (Adopted from: Teo, 2013) 
*GrewT – Grew up with technology; ComforM – comfortable with technology; ReliantG – reliant on graphics for 
Communication; InstantGR – Instant reward and gratification 
 
Teo (2013) grouped the typical behaviours of the Digital Natives into four factors, 
namely that they grew up with technology, are comfortable with technology, are reliant 




confirms that Digital Natives, while they were growing up, were exposed to and 
surrounded by technologies, much more than their older counterparts, the Digital 
Immigrants. 
 
Many of the lecturers and teachers currently in HEIs can be grouped as Digital 
Immigrants, since Digital Immigrants are people born prior to personal computers and 
the Internet and are, therefore, ill-equipped with technical skills to support learners 
whose needs have been transformed and enhanced by technology (Katz & Macklin, 
2001; Orlando & Attard, 2016; Smith, Kahlke, & Judd, 2020). According to Bilgiç, Doğan 
and Seferoğlu (2016), Digital Immigrants belong to older generations who were 
introduced to technologies much later in their life and they now need to adapt to these 
new technologies. It is also crucial for this generation of Digital Immigrants to 
understand the needs of the Digital Native learners and their expectations. They are 
expected to create effective online environments and to adapt the content and method 
of delivery of teaching in higher education to meet the demands of the Digital Natives 
and the Millennials currently at HEIs. 
 
During a study done by Yong, Gates and Harrison (2016), it was found that the students 
that were classified as Digital Natives spend more than six hours per day on the Internet 
and other social media. This time is not used for studies but for entertainment. Bates 
(2015) report that the learning and thinking of Digital Natives differs totally from their 
previous generations as they are immersed in digital media. This makes their learning 
experiences totally different from other generations. Bates (2015) also reports that 
Digital Natives will use technology in their studies if they feel their studies will benefit 
from it. He emphasised the importance of the role of the instructor/lecturer in the 
implementation and choices of technology used to facilitate in the classroom. The 
traditional way of lecturing in the classroom does not appeal to the Digital Native, since 
they are used to a ‘wired’, anytime and anywhere (Isabirye & Dlodlo, 2017). This has 
led to a social transformation in Education in South Africa. ICT’s are used in teaching 
and learning and there is an increased interest in e-learning services and platforms 
since the South African Curriculum was restructured in 2003. Bagarukayo and Kalema 
(2015a) and Moonsamy and Govender (2018) report that there has been an increase 




al., (2015) state that literature is still scant about how teaching is taking place at some 
HEIs and what the Digital Natives expect from the learning process. Montrieux et al. 
(2015) and Kivunja (2014) report that because of expectations of the Digital Natives, 
lecturers need to integrate innovative technology into their teaching practices to 
accommodate them. These researchers urge HEIs to keep up-to-date with the 
technologically-inclined students currently enrolled and in order to meet their 
expectations, invest in online learning technologies. 
 
Bousbahi and Alrazgan, (2015) claim that technology needs to be utilised to provide 
resources and activities for students and this can be achieved by implementing a 
Learning Management System (LMS) at HEIs. The same view is supported by (Ngandu, 
2015) that there is a high demand for HEIs to produce equipped graduates for the 21st 
century and this is driving the HEI to adopt emerging educational technologies, for 
example, LMSs. 
 
2.5 LEARNING MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS (LMS) 
 
Coleman and Mtshazi (2017) claim, “a LMS is a self-contained web page with 
embedded instructional tools that permit faculty to organise academic content and 
engage students in their learning”. Zanjani et.al, (2016) state that the use of a LMS has 
become the norm in higher education as a means of engaging students and lecturers. 
This contributes to both critical thinking and higher-order learning skills through 
communication and collaboration tools rather than pedagogically changing face-to-face 
courses completely (Washington, 2019). Cantabella (2018) report that a LMS is an 
important component in teaching at most of the higher tertiary institutions worldwide. A 
LMS not only supports the academic processes in managing the resources, but it aids 
in collaborative learning both on campus and in online courses. 
 
Alenezi (2018) states that a LMS plays a crucial role in HEIs since the LMS does not 
only extend the classroom and its activities online but also contributes to the 
collaboration between the students and their lecturers. He adds that collaboration is 
achieved by participating in online discussions and sharing of resources and it can be 
achieved synchronously or asynchronously. Synchronous communication takes place 




off line (Dahlstrom-hakki et al., 2020). Walker et al. (2016) report that a LMS can be 
used not only in online teaching but also to support face-to-face lessons. 
 
The effectiveness of a LMS is dependent on both the lecturer and the student having a 
comprehensive understanding of all features of the LMS system (Zanjani et al., 2016). 
Sezer (2019) reports that studies have shown that this platform can only be successful 
if students and lecturers have positive attitudes towards the use of the platform and that 
the use of technology is directly related to the beliefs, attitudes and intentions of 
potential users. 
 
Studies on the use of LMSs have mainly centred on students, while the lecturers’ points 
of view have been neglected (Cantabella, López, Caballero, & Muñoz, 2018). 
Washington (2019) makes a similar point in his study, stating that the use of a LMS is 
critical for all HEIs around the world. HEIs are the driving force, especially if used for 
online courses. However, there is still a very big problem caused by the underutilisation 
of the LMS in face-to-face classes. For example, Walker et al. (2016) found in their 
studies that the LMS is not fully utilised to meet the expectations of students in HEIs. 
 
2.6 HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF LMS’S 
 
The introduction of LMSs took place in the 1990s and this led to a significant transition 
in e-learning (Govender & Mhkize, 2015; Moonsamy & Govender, 2018; Poon, 2013). 
According to a study done by Uddin et.al (2017), the first LMS was introduced in the 
1990’s when technology was adopted in education and lecturers started moving away 
from the traditional way of teaching in the classroom. These authors state that at that 
time, the LMS was used to simply distribute digital learning content. The first LMSs were 
Blackboard, Saba and then Moodle. The following diagram Fig 2.3 shows the usage of 






category are Moodle and Sakai. Modular Object-Orientated Dynamic Learning 
Environment (Moodle) is an open source LMS which was appealing since it was free 
and could also be customised to the teaching needs of the different educator. Martin 
Dougiamas was the founder of Moodle in 1999 and the first version (Moodle 1.0) was 
launched in 2002 (Aldiab, Chowdhury, Kootsookos, Alam, & Allhibi, 2019). 
 
Other examples of open-source LMSs are Sakai and Canvas (Chaubey & 
Bhattacharya, 2015). Unfortunately, even when free there are always other costs 
involved. The institution must procure their own servers for hosting and managing the 
LMS and since it is developed by a community there is no one accountable for support 
if the system fails (Wright, Cilliers, Van Niekerk, & Seekoe, 2017). Canvas is also very 
Figure 2.3: Higher education LMS Market Share For Institutional Adoption 
(Source-Http://Eductechnica.com) 
Chaubey and Bhattacharya (2015) explain that, as noted in Figure 2.4, the LMSs are 
categorised according to the use and accessibility into three groups. They report that 
the first group is open source LMSs which are available under a public free license. 




popular open source software and was founded in 2008 by Josh Coates and introduced 
in 2011. Canvas is the greatest competitor to Blackboard in the US and Canada while 
Moodle is the leading LMS in Europe, Latin American and Oceania (Australia, New 
Zealand and surrounding island countries) (Aldiab, Chowdhury, Kootsookos, & Alam, 
2019). 
 
Considered second best is the SAAS/Cloud Based Learning Management System. This 
LMS includes cloud computing features and delivers online education to any students 
anywhere around the world, as long as they have an internet connection and a laptop, 
tablet or smartphone. Examples are Digital Chalk, Docebo Saas LMS, Firmwater LMS, 
Litms LMS (Chaubey & Bhattacharya, 2015). 
 
The third group is Proprietary Learning Management Systems which have been 
licensed under legal rights and belong to the copyright owners. Examples are Angel, 
the property of Blackboard Inc. According to Phil Hill, EdTech consultant, who released 
its mid-year 2019 report on the usage of LMS in the United States and Canada’s higher 
education sector, states that the LMS market is dominated by “the Big Four” (Instructure 
Canvas, Blackboard Learn, D2L Brightspace and Moodle). Dehoney (2015) reports that 
there are new LMSs stepping in, which include Google Classroom, Google Apps for 
Education and Mobilya Edvelop (Based on Microsoft’s Office 365). Blackboard also 
developed a new UX for its LMS, called Blackboard Ultra (Chaubey & Bhattacharya, 
2015). 
 
Blackboard was introduced in 1997 because of the ongoing demand for online 
education and with the intention of optimising the learning experience for students by 
making education accessible anywhere in the world (Bradford & Porciello, 2014). Unlike 
Moodle which is open source, Blackboard is a commercial LMS, requiring a yearly 
registration fee. Some features of Blackboard might need a payment in order to activate 
them for example Collaborate which is a real-time video conferencing tool that can be 
added into Blackboard and allows one to add files and share applications live. (Aldiab 
et al., 2019). 
 
Alenezi (2018) report that Blackboard is one of the most popular LMSs used by various 




of images, video and text. It is also used for downloading and uploading of assignments, 
communication and assessment. This also coincides with what Bradford and Porciello 
(2014) found that both students and faculty members benefit from Blackboard because 
of its increased availability on the Internet, quick feedback, improved communication, 
tracking and skill building. Alenezi (2018) does, however, emphasise that Blackboard 
does not replace the traditional classroom but is used as a supplement in the 
classroom. Current students at University consisting of Millennials and Digital Natives 
(Bullen & Morgan, 2016; Cirilli & Nicolini, 2019; Merriman, 2015 Oblinger, 2008; Palfrey 
& Gasser, 2016) would appear from their characteristics, to value Blackboard as the 
ideal Learning Management System. 
 
2.7 PERCEPTIONS OF FACTORS AFFECTING LECTURERS USE OF 
BLACKBOARD 
 
According to Coleman and Mtshazi (2017) and Jokiaho et al., (2018) there are internal 
(personal factors) and external factors influencing lecturers perceptions on the use of a 
LMS. Some of these factors include fear or anxiety to use technology, no interest in 
using the technology and lack of time to prepare for lectures using technology. 
 
2.7.1 Internal Factors 
 
Jokiaho et al., (2018), Coleman & Mtshazi, ( 2017) and Wingo et al., (2017) report that 
lecturers say that it takes too much of their time to prepare for online teaching. 
According to Jokiaho et al. (2018); Wingo et al. (2017), academic status and age also 
play a role. They claim that professors were actually more motivated to use online 
teaching than part time or non-traditional faculty. According to Coleman & Mtshazi, 
(2017) computer competency, lack of knowledge and skills and computer self-efficacy 
play a big role in the acceptance of using a LMS. 
 
Personal innovativeness – a person’s tendency to experiment or adapt technology 
independent from other people − is also a factor to consider (Coleman & Mtshazi, 
2017). Wingo et al., (2017) note that image also played a role, where lecturers were 
concerned on the way in which they would be evaluated during their annual individual 
performance assessment (IPA) including how they used online teaching. The attitude 




the LMS. Previous experiences whether successful or unsuccessful events influence 
the extent of the usage of online teaching. Some of the lecturers lost trust in the system 
after it had failed them. De Kock, Van Biljon and Botha (2016) studied the user 
experience of a LMS and the usability and pedagogical appropriateness of the system 
and recognised that internal factors might influence the usage of the LMS. 
 
2.7.2 External Factors 
 
External factors are divided into organisational factors e.g. inadequate technical 
support (Sackstein et al., 2019), technological factors e.g. limited access to useful, 
relevant and appropriate hardware and software (Jokiaho et al., 2018) and social 
factors e.g. the amount of support or encouragement that the user is getting from their 
peers/institution to use technology in their teaching practices (Kitoo, 2020). During the 
literature review it was found that lack of institutional and technical support for the 
lecturers were the two biggest barriers for effective take-off of the LMS (Ivankova, & 
Moss, 2017; Jokiaho et al., 2018; Kiryagana et al., 2017; Lashayo, 2018; McConnell, 
2018; Sackstein, Coleman, & Ndobe, 2019a ; Shelton, 2017; Ugwoke et al., 2019; 
Wingo et al., 2017). 
 
During the studies it was found that lack of training and ICT skills were major 
contributing factors to lecturers not using the LMS effectively (De Paepe, Zhu, & 
Depryck, 2019; Isabirye et al., 2017). Washington (2019) reports that lecturers lack the 
knowledge of how to effectively use the LMS and found it difficult to implement the LMS 
into face-to-face courses to enhance teaching and learning. More training was needed 
and the number of training sessions were very important. They found that the more 
training the staff underwent, the more their confidence grew and that motivated them to 
use the LMS more effectively (Jokiaho et al., 2018). Certain lecturers had negative 
beliefs about the effectiveness of online learning and this affected their attitude to using 
a LMS (De Paepe et al., 2019). 
 
In a study done by Nurakun Kyzy, Ismailova, and Dündar, 2018, it was found that not 
only lecturers experienced problems with their perception of online courses, but 
students as well. McConnell (2018) made recommendations during this study that 
lecturers in higher education must undergo professional development that consists of 




developers to produce well-integrated courses. 
Washington (2019) found that LMSs are used for administrative purposes rather than 
pedagogical support for transforming face-to-face courses and that instructors lack the 
knowledge of how to effectively use the LMS. Quality of the LMS, readiness of the 
University to buy into the LMS, trust and perceived benefits for the lecturers are 
important determinants of the effective use of LMS (Lashayo, 2018). 
 
According to Jokiaho et al. (2018), not only does the user poor internet connectivity and 
a lack of technical equipment, but they also lack basic computer skills, which lead to 
inexperienced users feeling awkward in front of student having a low self-efficacy and 
not finding the LMS user friendly, Alenezi (2018) also found during a study done with 
students in Saudi Arabian universities that poor Internet connectivity was a major 
barrier. He reports that the attitude of lecturers towards students that needed help was 
not very positive since they did not have the skills to intervene and assist the students 
that need help with the online classes. 
 
Wingo et al., (2017) report that technical problems hindered the use of online teaching 
and the confidence of the lecturers grew with the increase of their technical skills. In 
various studies, it was found that faculties valued continuous training and that strategies 
are needed to motivate the lecturers to use online teaching. What also stood out, during 
the research, is that there were no e-policies or there was little understanding due to 
incoherent e-policies at the institutions (Isabirye et al., 2017; Wingo et al., 2017). 
 
Uninterrupted access to the LMS plays an enormous role in the continuation of usage 
of the LMS by the lecturers and also being part of the decision process in choosing the 
right LMS for the institution was very important for some of the lecturers (Isabirye et al., 
2017). Please see a detailed summary in Table 2.3 at the end of the document. 
 
2.8 LMS’S USED IN SOUTH AFRICA 
 
Bervell and Umar (2017) report that it has been over a decade now since higher 
education in Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) were introduced to LMSs offering a new model 
of both blended and online modes of e-learning delivery. According to a report run by 
the LMS provider Blackboard (2019), the University of the Free State, University of 




have implemented the LMS Blackboard Ultra. The University of Pretoria has been using 
ClickUP which is based on Blackboard products. These products include Blackboard 
Learn, Blackboard Mobile, Blackboard Collaborate, Turnitin and Respondus 
technologies to support this blended learning (Slabbert, 2020). 
 
The University of the North West has been using eFundi (powered by Sakai) as their 
LMS since the end of 2006. EFundi is mostly used as a content-sharing and 
collaborative tool There is, however, an increased usage of tools, including the Lesson 
Builder and recently added LTI integration tool (North-West University, 2020). 
 
2.9 LMS USAGE AT A RURAL UNIVERSITY IN THE EASTERN CAPE 
 
E-learning was adopted in the rural university in the Eastern Cape in 2008 by the 
institution’s Teaching and Learning Centre (TLC) to improve teaching and learning 
(Nkonki, Siyanda & Mkonqo, 2016). This rural university has a student enrolment of 15 
563 for 2020. The programmes of the university are offered across three campuses: 
Alice (8 361 students), East London (6 512 students) and Bisho (690 students). 
 
When Blackboard was identified in as an appropriate LMS to be used by the rural 
university this LMS was installed at the University in 2009 (Nkonki & Ntlabathi, 2016). 
The Institution compiled a 2009 – 2016 strategic plan to prioritise technology enhanced 
learning. Objective 1.5 of the strategic plan reads: “To develop a critical scholarly culture 
that encourages research-based and context-riven transformative and innovative 
teaching and learning practices involving the integration of technology” (University of 
Fort Hare, 2009). 
 
The Blackboard server was installed at the University in 2009 and training commenced 
with the lecturers on the use of Blackboard. The use of Blackboard increased steadily 
over the next four years (Nkonki, Ntlabathi & Mkonqo, 2013). According to a study done 
by Cilliers et al., (2017), on the usage of Blackboard at the rural university, statistics on 
the usage patterns of the lecturers were collected over a period of three years. The 
results of the study indicated that Blackboard was not being used to its full potential and 
was mainly used for course management and that there was no LMS integration into 




the lecturers did not recognise or even know the benefits of using Blackboard and 
incorporating it into their teaching practices. 
 
In a study done by Isabirye and Dlodlo (2017), negative attitudes among lecturers and 
students towards e-learning were experienced due to a lack of e-learning and ICT 
support and lack of awareness amongst lecturers and management about the benefits 
of e-learning. This university does, however, consist of a Teaching and Learning Center 
(TLC), which does offer training and support to the lecturers but the lecturers do not 
always take advantage of the training. The university consists of 6 faculties and the 
Faculty of Health Sciences is the only faculty with an in-house e-learning specialist who 
conducts continuous training and support in using Blackboard. 
 
The data for this specific study on the lecturers’ perceptions on the use of a LMS, 
Blackboard, was collected in March 2020 just before lockdown due the COVID-19 
pandemic. The lockdown had major implications for the swift change from face-to-face 
teaching to online teaching. 
 
2.10 TEACHING AND LEARNING IN THE CONTEXT OF THE COVID-19 PANDEMIC 
 
According to a report done by Vithal, (2020), a new Teaching and Learning Plan 2021 
– 2025 was implemented at this university within the COVID-19 regulations and 
measures as well as the broad DHET framework to make sure of the successful 
completion of the 2020 academic year. Immediate measures were taken to require 
academics to develop online teaching and learning material to be made available to 
students via Blackboard. Other plans were made to ensure that all students received 
laptops and data and since the majority of the students were from rural areas this was 
a big barrier to overcome. Regular training sessions are being conducted by the TLC 
online through Collaborate, the real-time video conferencing tool in Blackboard, to train 
and equip lecturers with the necessary skills to use Blackboard efficiently and 
effectively. The university only acquired the Collaborate tool in Blackboard just prior 
lockdown. 
 
An Online Teaching and Learning Task Team was also established soon after lockdown 
by the Director of TLC, consisting of faculty leaders and faculty representatives with 




role in driving, motivating and reporting through regular meetings on the progress being 
made on the use and training in all aspects of Blackboard. 
 
2.11 THE UNIFIED THEORY OF ACCEPTANCE AND USE OF TECHNOLOGY 
(UTAUT) 
 
Costa (2019) reports that different theoretical models are used to evaluate the 
acceptance of technology. Two of the models that were investigated in this study were 
the technology acceptance model (TAM) and the unified theory of acceptance and use 
of technology (UTAUT). Davis (1989) argues that for the effective implementation of 
any technology the key element is the user’ acceptance of the specific technology. 
 
According to Chao (2019), several theoretical models have been developed to envisage 
the user’s acceptance of any technology. The TAM was found to be the most widely 
used model of technology acceptance (Akbar 2013; Attuquaye, 2015; Raman, Don, 
Khalid, & Rizuan, 2014; Thomas, Singh, & Gaffar, 2013; Ugwoke et al., 2019). 
 
Alshammari, et.al, (2016) state that the introduction of a TAM, which was constructed 
by Davis (1989), would help to foresee how users would accept and use a technology- 
based system. Lai (2017) reports that TAM is based on the theory of reasoned action 
(TRA) and the theory of planned behaviour (TPB). According to Fishbein and Ajzen 
(1975), the TRA is used to study the intention of the person’ attitude that would affect 
their behaviour. They define attitude as how the individual will evaluate a technology 
and behaviour is defined because of intention to use new technology. 
 
Ajzen (1991) developed the TPB. This model is the same as the TRA (Fishbein and 
Ajzen, 1975) but there is an extra factor which is called the perceived control behaviour 
factor. He suggested that this factor might limit their behaviour to the use of new 
technology. 
 
Davis (1989) describes that TRAs attitude measures were modified by the TAM module 
and focusses its intent on the major variables, namely: perceived usefulness (PU) and 
perceived ease of use (PEU). Davis, (1989) also indicated that the first variable 
perceived usefulness (PU) is the enhancement of his/her performance due to the 




person that using this system is going to be effort-free. The three other variables are 
attitude towards use (ATT), behaviour intention to use (BI) and the actual use (AU). 
See Fig 2.4. 
 
 
Figure 2.4: Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis, Bagozzi & Warshaw, 
1989) 
 
Sánchez-Prieto, Olmos-Migueláñez, & García-Peñalvo, (2016) found disadvantages of 
TAM, since it does not provide insight into individual’s perspectives of the technology 
but rather, focuses too much on the two external variables, (PEU) and (PE) and neglect 
the rest of the indicators (Attitude, behavioural intention and actual use of the system). 
They also found that the model tends to ignore the relationship between the external 
variables (PEU) and (PU). Sánchez-Prieto, Olmos-Migueláñez and García-Peñalvo, 
(2016) then founded the unified theory of acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT). 
 
The historic context of the unified theory of acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT) 
is summarised in Table 2.2. It indicates that Venkatesh et al. (2003) developed the 
unified theory of acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT) as an extension and 
integration of eight other theories on the topic. The UTAUT model draws on the theory 
of reasoned action (TRA), the technology acceptance model (TAM), the motivational 
model (MM), the theory of planned behaviour (TPB), the combined technology 
acceptance model and theory of planned behaviour (C-TAM-TPB), the model of 
personal computer utilization (MPCU), the innovation diffusion theory (IDT) and the 
social cognitive theory (SCT) (Venkatesh et al. 2003). 
 




organisational context (Venkatesh, Morris & Davis, 2003) and was developed to 
measure employee acceptance and user context (Chang, Liu, Huang, & Hsieh, 2019). 
There was, however, a further development of the UTAUT model, the UTAUT2 (Huang, 
Wu, & Lee, 2019), which is used to measure the adoption of new technologies from a 




Table 2.2 Historic roots and developmental history of UTAUT 
THEORY   ABBREVIATION AUTHOR/S  
Theory of reasoned action TRA (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975) 
Technology 
model 
acceptance TAM (Davis, 1989)  
Theory 
behaviour 
of planned TPB (Ajzen, 1991)  
Model of PC utilization MPCU (Thompson, Higgens and Howel, 
1991) 
Motivational model  MM (Davis, Bagozzi and 
1992) 
Warshaw, 
Combined TAM and TPB C-TAM-TPB (Taylor, Kl, and Todd, 1995) 






Venkatesh, Thong and Xu (2012), expanded the UTAUT model into the UTAUT2 model 
and added three factors impacting individuals’ acceptance to new technologies, namely 
hedonic motivation, price value and habit. Hedonic motivation is defined as the “fun or 
pleasure derived from using a technology” (Viswanath Venkatesh et al., 2003). Price 
value is defined as “perceived benefits of the applications and the monetary” (Dodds et 
al., 1991). Habit is defined as the “extent to which people tend to perform behaviours 
automatically because of learning” (Limayem & Hirt, 2002). Several studies (Arain et 
al., 2019; Cássia e Moura,A., De Sevilha Gosling, M., Magalhães Christino, J,M.SS & 
Borges Macedo,S., 2017; Ratheeswari, 2018) have been done using the UTAUT2 and 





As the purpose of this study is to understand the factors impacting the use of Blackboard 
in an organisational context, UTAUT will be used as a theoretical perspective and not 
UTAUT2. UTAUT2 was specifically designed for the assessment of acceptance of new 
technology from a consumer’s perspective. See Fig. 2.5. 
 
al., 2003). Kabarungi, Musiimenta and Atuhe (2016) report that if the lecturers use the 
LMS effectively it will enhance the teaching and learning skills of the lecturers and assist 
them in sharing learning content with the students. They state that students will only 
benefit in the way knowledge will be shared and how they will be assessed through the 
LMS. 
 
Effort expectancy (EE) refers to “the degree of ease associated with the use of the 
Figure 2.5: Unified theory of acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT) 
UTAUT consists of four components: Performance expectancy (PE), effort expectance 
(EE), social influence (SI) and facilitation conditions (FC). Performance expectancy 
(PE) is define as: “the degree to which an individual believes that using the system will 




system.” (Viswanath; Venkatesh & Davis, 2000). EE was used to describe usage issues 
or challenges experienced by lecturers making use of the LMS. Govender & Govender 
(2014) report that for lecturers to use the LMS efficiently, they need to be comfortable 
with the platform. 
Social Influence (SI) can be described as “the extent to which an individual perceives 
that significant others believe he or she should use the new system”. SI was used to 
describe how other people, for example, the institution or management can motivate or 
hinder the use of the LMS by the lecturers (Kleinveldt, Schutte, & Stilwell, 2016; 
Webstock & Fisher, 2016). 
 
Facilitating conditions (FC) are define as the “degree to which an individual believes 
that organisational and technical infrastructure exist to support the use of the system” 
(Viswanath; Venkatesh & Davis, 2000). Facilitation conditions was used to describe the 
circumstances available for the use of the LMS such as technical support and training 
of the lecturers. Bagarukayo and Kalema (2015b) note that one of the big reasons why 
LMS is not used effectively was the absence of training of lecturers and students on 
using the LMS. There were not enough training sessions on how to use all the features 
of the LMS, both for students and for lecturers. Furthermore, the absence of technical 





This chapter discussed the literature research relating to Lecturer’s perceptions of using 
a LMS within the context of Education, HE, ICT and especially working with Digital 
Natives. The literature indicated that UTAUT is the preferred technology acceptance 
model to analyse the success of the introduction as well as to measure the success 
and performance of the use of technology in their teaching practices. In this study, the 
perceptions of lecturers using a LMS at a rural university in the Eastern Cape will be 
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In this chapter, the research methodology for the study will be discussed. Research can 
be done from a quantitative, qualitative or mixed methods approach. As the approach 
is closely linked to the epistemological context of the study, this study’s approach and 
paradigmatic foundation will be discussed first. As this quantitative study is grounded 
in a positivist paradigm, its application for research in this unique research context will 
also be explored. Furthermore, the chapter will describe the research design for the 
study, including the sample, the instruments, the data collection process and the data 
analysis. Finally, the research ethics will be outlined and described. The primary focus 
of the chapter is to provide a description and justification of the research methodology 
employed to determine the perceptions of lecturers use of the LMS platform, 
Blackboard, at a rural university in the Eastern Cape. 
 
3.2 RESEARCH DESIGN 
Quantitative Research Designs 
 
Quantitative research is philosophically grounded in positivism. Positivism, or a 
positivist paradigm, is based on the premise that everything in the world is measurable 
and could therefore be empirically described (Cresswell, 2014). Burns and Grove 
(2015, p. 510) define quantitative research as a “formal, objective, systematic process 
used to describe variables, test relationships between them and examine cause and 
effect associations between variables”. This definition captures the methodical and 
technical character of quantitative research which involves measurement of variables 
and statistical analysis of the relationships and group differences within the data. 
Quantitative research involves the manipulation of data in the form of measurements 
and numbers. It utilises statistical data analysis to determine results from the research 
study. This kind of research pursues the correct answer by testing a hypothesis using 
objective and impartial scientific methods (Davies, 2020). 
 
In quantitative research, the researcher can make use of standardised questionnaires, 
surveys, or experiments to gather numerical information to quantify the measures for 
all variables included in the study. Rutberg and Bovicides (2018) argues that this is 




the variables, environment and research questions. Quantitative measures are also 
used to determine relationships between variables and group differences (Rutberg & 
Bouikidis, 2018). For the purposes of this research, a quantitative questionnaire with a 
Biographic section and previously validated questionnaires on the perceptions of 
lecturers will be used. 
 
Quantitative Research in E-learning 
 
A literature search on lecturers’ perceptions on the use of a LMS in higher education, 
indicated that studies have been done from all three approaches. Although some 
studies aimed to explore an in-depth account of lecturers’ perceptions from a qualitative 
perspective (Mlitwa, Van Belle, & Belle, 2011; Tshabalala, Ndeya-Ndereya and van der 
Merwe, 2013; Van Der Merwe & Mouton, 2005; Washington, 2019), or a mixed method 
approach (Harbi, 2016; Holmes, & Prieto-Rodriguez, 2018), most was done from a 
quantitative perspective (Zaki & Zawaidy, 2014; Alenezi, 2018; Cigdem et al., 2015; 
Gamdi & Samarji, 2016; Rossouw, 2018; Wasserman & Migdal, 2019; Willett et al., 
2019). Many studies in e-learning, specifically of the perceptions of lecturers on the use 
of a LMS such as Blackboard, have been done from a quantitative approach, giving an 
account of the relationships between the variables and group differences. 
 
Most quantitative studies made use of either a questionnaire or survey. A descriptive 
study was done by Zaki and Zawaidy (2014) to determine faculty members’ perceptions 
and existing obstacles in using Blackboard in online learning at Saudi Universities. The 
methodology in this study involved the development of a questionnaire and the analysis 
was performed with the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) v.17, to 
calculate the descriptive and inferential statistics. As the study explored group 
differences (faculty members’ perceptions), one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and 
independent samples T-tests were done to determine the results. In a South African 
study done by Moonsamy and Govender (2018) to determine lecturers’ use of 
Blackboard as LMS at a South African University. The authors argued that a 
quantitative approach was the most effective in gathering data from the staff and 
describing lecturers’ perceptions. Descriptive and inferential analysis in this study was 




Quantitative studies in e-learning are also used to predict lecturers’ behaviour in e- 
learning. A quantitative study done by Cigdem and Topcu (2015) to determine the 
predictors of instructors’ behavioural intention to use LMSs at a Turkish vocational 
college. The data collection was done with a questionnaire using a five-point Likert 
scale. The first part of the questionnaire was designed to collect the demographic detail 
of the participants, while the second part of the questionnaire evaluated the instructor’s 
intentions to use their e-learning system. Data were analysed with SPSS through 
independent samples t-tests to reveal significant group differences among the different 
variables. Pearson’s correlation and linear/multiple regression were also performed to 
determine the predictors of lecturers’ perceptions on the usage of a LMS. 
 
This study will similarly follow a quantitative approach to achieve the aim and objectives 
set for the research. The methodology is explained in detail in the research design. 
 
3.3 RESEARCH DESIGN 
 
This research follows a descriptive and exploratory research design to determine 
lecturers’ perceptions of Blackboard as a LMS in HEI. Descriptive research design is 
used to acquire information about the specific characteristics or interest in an identified 
sample in a real-life setting such as using Blackboard in a rural university. Variables in 
a specific sample are systematically measured, described and interpreted. The 
variables are not being manipulated (Bloomfield & Fisher, 2019). A descriptive design 
is often reinforced by an exploratory design. According to Shields and Smyth (2016), 
an exploratory design is defined as the golden standard of quantitative research. It has 
the greatest level of control due to its ability to verify relationships between variables. 
While a descriptive design provides for the discussion of variables, an exploratory 
design provides for the exploration of relationships between the variables and group 
differences. 
 
The aim of this research study is to determine lecturers’ perception of Blackboard (e- 
learning) as an educational tool in higher education. A descriptive and exploratory 
design is thus appropriate to be able to determine the lecturers’ perceptions in order to 
describe these perceptions and their implication for the use of Blackboard as an e- 




3.4 POPULATION AND SAMPLE 
 
The study population for this research study consisted of 353 lecturers at a rural 
university in the Eastern Cape, South Africa. The chosen university for this research 
has six faculties, with an academic component of 353 lecturers who were all invited to 
participate in the study. Although all lecturing staff at the university were invited via 
email to participate in the study, only 39.9 percent responded to the invitation. They 
were requested to complete a questionnaire electronically. Thus, a purposive sample 
of 141 participants responded to the request for the study. The sample included 
members from all six faculties of the university, which included both male and female 
lecturers. The data were collected over a four-week period, after which the data 
collection tool was closed. 
 
A purposive sample is defined when a researcher deliberately choses the participants 
on the basis of the qualities that the participant possesses. It is done non-randomly and 
does not depend on underlying theories or a set number of participants. The researcher 
decides before the time what needs to be known and find participants who are able or 
willing to provide the information for the study based on their knowledge or experience. 
By using a purposive sample, it contributes to the quality of data gathered and 




A questionnaire consisting of two sections was developed as the research instrument 
for this study. The first section of the questionnaire consisted of a biographical section, 
which included characteristics of the participants for this study such as their gender, 
age, the faculty they belong to, their position at the university and the number of years 
they were employed at the university. It further included questions indicating the number 
of years they were using Blackboard and the percentage of their teaching time spent on 
Blackboard. 
 
The second section of the questionnaire consisted of 42 items about lecturers’ 
perceptions on the use of Blackboard as an e-learning tool in higher education. The 
questionnaire was compiled from two existing validated questionnaires from Bassam 




conducted a study on the attitudes of faculty member and students towards the use of 
LMS in teaching and learning, while Xu and Mahenthiran (2016) conducted a study on 
the factors that influence online learning assessments and satisfaction on both students 
and lecturers. Both studies were quantitative in nature and the combination of the two 
questionnaires was perceived to address the primary perceptions of lecturers regarding 
a LMS. Although the questionnaires were previously validated, the face validity of the 
instrument used in this study was determined for its applicability in the South African 
context by two experts in the field and minor changes were made to the instrument 
based on their reflections on the items where necessary. The reliability of the instrument 
was determined with Cronbach’s alpha as a measure of the internal consistency of the 
items, which was high, with an alpha level of 0.87. This was regarded as enough 
evidence to use the instrument in this study. 
 
The questionnaire consisted of closed-ended questions, which rendered an answer on 
a five-point Likert scale. According to Shah, Ahsan, Bukhari and Abbas (2017), close- 
ended questions are used in questionnaires to show the frequency of certain answers 
to the surveyor. Respondents answer these questions faster and it is easier to interpret. 
A five-point Likert scale was used to measure the lecturers’ perceptions. A Likert scale 
is used to assess attitudes or values and is a summative scale (Portney, 2020). The 
questionnaire required the participants to respond to close-ended questions that ranged 
from 1-Strongly Disagree, 2-Disagree, 3-Neutral, 4-Agree to 5-Strongly Agree. These 
questions were also selected from the previously validated questionnaires mentioned 
above. 
 
3.6 Data Collection 
 
Data collection involves gathering and measuring of information that provides a 
quantification of the variables. This is done in an established systematic manner that 
allows participants to answer proposed research questions. To collect accurate data is 
of the utmost importance to maintain the integrity of the research and to be regarded 
as an important stage of research (Kabir, 2016). Data collection for this study was done 
electronically using SurveyMonkey. After permission was granted by the Registrar of 
the university, the questionnaire was developed in SurveyMonkey (SurveyMonkey, 




survey that they could complete. In the email, lecturers were introduced to and informed 
about the research, its aims and objectives and then invited to follow the link in order to 
complete the questionnaire. They were also requested to provide their consent to 
participate in the study. 
 
3.7 Data Analysis 
 
The aim of the study was to determine the lecturers’ perceptions and use of a LMS 
(Blackboard) at a rural university in the Eastern Cape, South Africa. In order to achieve 
this aim, the following objectives were set: 
 
1. To explore the lecturers’ perceptions of the use of Blackboard as the LMS of the 
university. 
2. To determine gender group differences on the lecturer’s perceptions of the use 
of Blackboard as the LMS of the university. 
3. To determine faculty group differences on the lecturer’s perceptions of the use 
of Blackboard as the LMS of the university. 
 
After the questionnaires were collected through SurveyMonkey, the results were 
exported to the SPSS. SPSS is the most commonly used statistical package for the 
analysis of data in the social and behavioural sciences (Portney, 2020). The 
biographical data of the participants in this study, was presented as frequencies, means 
and standard deviations in tables. 
 
The data analysis for the study was aligned with the three objectives set for the study. 
To achieve objective one of the studies, the 46 items in section 2 of the questionnaire 
were subjected to an exploratory factor analysis. Measuring instruments are define as 
scales, which are composed of many items and should reflect the characteristics being 
measured. One aspect, which is very important about the use of scales, is the 
homogeneity of the items or their internal consistency (Portney, 2020). 
 
Factor analysis was done using principal component analysis (PCA) with Varimax 
rotation. In PCA, a factor analysis does not produce determinate factor scores, as part 
of it remains an arbitrary quantity, capable of taking on an infinite range of values (e.g., 




items in a research questionnaire to set of variables, which represents the underlying 
structure of the instrument (Pallant, 2020). This would assist the researcher who has 
study with a large numbers of items to find a smaller number of factors and the 
interrelationships between them to report on (Mooi, Sarstedt, & Mooi-Reci, 2018). The 
interpretation of the data is determined by the variables or factors that were extracted. 
 
This is accomplished by examining the factor loadings for each item. As a guideline, 
items with a factor loading of .45 can be considered as high enough for inclusion in the 
factor (Portney & Watkins, 2000). This represent the correlations between the items 
and can range from -1 to +1. Factor rotation is often considered to provide for a better 
identification of the factors. There are a variety of orthogonal rotation methods, which 
differ on how they treat the loading structure. The Varimax rotation (applied in this study) 
is the best-known method since it aims to minimise the complexity of the loadings within 
the factors (Portney & Watkins, 2000) and maximise the dispersion of loadings within 
factors (Mooi et al., 2018). It ensures high differentiation between items with high 
loadings and those having a smaller load. This method is also the default option for 
orthogonal rotation in Strata (Mooi et al., 2018). 
 
Assessing the adequacy of the data for principal component and factor analysis, the 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin criteria of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity are 
important indicators. If data are sufficiently correlated, high values will be present. In 
this regard, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy should be higher 
than 0.6, while Bartlett’s test of sphericity should be significant (Mooi et al., 2018). In 
this study, both yielded results that satisfied the requirements for factor analysis, as the 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .886 and Bartlett’s test of 
sphericity was significant (p =. 000). 
 
In this study the factor analysis initially yielded a nine factors solution with eigenvalues 
higher than one. However, a closer inspection of the Scree Plot (See Figure 3.1) 
suggested a six-factor solution as a more appropriate underlying structure of the 46 
items. A factor analysis with a six-factor solution was done. The means and standard 




Figure 3.1: Scree plot of the factors and their Eigenvalues. 
What is very important during data analysis, is the homogeneity of the items and their 






































alpha. Cronbach’s alpha is the most commonly used statistical index for internal 
consistency (Portney, 2020). 
 
In order to achieve objective two of the study, independent samples t-tests were 
completed to determine the gender group differences on all six factors. T-tests are done 
when there are two independent groups, each with their own set of data. Independent 
sample t-tests were done because the two groups were independent of each other and 
for this specific study it was important to compare the two scores (Pallant, 2020). 
 
To achieve objective 3 of the study, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 
completed to determine the faculty group differences on all six factors. ANOVA is similar 




on each of the continuous variables, such as for the six factors identified through factor 
analysis (Pallant, 2020). To identify which groups, differ from one another, post hoc 
analysis (Bonferroni) was done. This was used to determine which groups (faculties) in 
particular were significantly different from one another (Mooi et al., 2018). 
 
3.8 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Ethical clearance for the research study was granted by the Research Ethics 
Committee of the Faculty of Education at the University of Johannesburg, South Africa. 
The participants provided informed consent (online) prior to their completion of the 
questionnaire. They were informed that their participation is voluntary and they could 
withdraw from participation at any point of the study without any consequence to them. 
They were assured that their privacy will be protected as participation was anonymous. 
Their information was kept confidential on a password-protected laptop. The risk to 
participants in the study was less than minimal and the gains through their participation 
outweigh their risk by far. This research was done as a partial fulfilment of a master's 
degree in e-learning at the University of Johannesburg and there was no awareness of 




This chapter provided an outline of the research methodology employed for the 
purposes of this study. A quantitative approach to research was used in this study, as 
most of the studies of lecturers’ perceptions on the use of technology in teaching and 
learning strategies were done from this perspective. The study did not intend to provide 
an in-depth discussion of lecturers’ perceptions (qualitative approach), but to determine 
the level of perception lecturers have on the factors that contribute to their use of 
Blackboard as an LMS (quantitative approach). This was done through previously 
validated questionnaires and factor analysis, which reflect the factors influencing their 
perceptions from a South African perspective. Data analysis was done in line with 
descriptive and inferential statistical techniques such as means, standard deviations 
and frequencies, while group differences were determined with independent samples t-
tests and analysis of variance. The reliability of the instrument and its sub-scales were 





The use of an online questionnaire and its applicability to this research was explored 
and the data analysis was described. Although all the lecturers employed by the 
university was invited to participate in the study, only the proportion of the lecturers who 
responded to the invitation (defined as the response rate) was regarded as the sample 
for this study. The use of data analysis procedures was described, including the use of 
computer-assisted data analysis by utilising the SPSS. The use of factor analysis to 
study the perceptions of lecturers on the use of a LMS (Blackboard) at a rural university 
was used. The results obtained through this Methodology will be presented and 
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In this chapter, the results of the study will be presented, including all the information in 
the biographical section on the participants involved in the study. This will include 
details such as gender and age as well as information on employment history and 
finally, how often and to what extent they used Blackboard. The next section will 
introduce the results from the factor analysis, which reduced the number of items into 
a few factors that will be discussed. The factor means and standard deviations will be 
calculated and finally the gender and faculty group differences on of the factors will be 
discussed. The layout of this chapter is aligned with the three objectives posed at the 
beginning of the study, which include: 
 
● To determine the lecturers’ perceptions of the use of Blackboard as the LMS of 
the university. 
● To determine gender group differences on the lecturer’s perceptions of the use 
of Blackboard as the LMS of the university. 
● To determine faculty group differences on the lecturer’s perceptions of the use 
of Blackboard as the LMS of the university. 
 
4.2 BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION 
 
The population of the study included all lecturers employed at a rural university in the 
Eastern Cape. At the time of writing, the university employed a total of 353 lecturers as 
their academic contingent. A sample of 141 lecturers responded to an invitation to 
participate in the study. Invitations were sent electronically to each lecturer individually 
inviting them to participate in the study. The number of respondents represented a 




The gender representation for the sample is presented in Table 4.1. It included 72 male 
participants (51.1%) and 69 female participants (48.9%). This represents a fair 





Table 4.1 Gender representation in the sample 
 Frequency Percent 
Male 72 51.1 
Female 69 48.9 




The ages of the lecturers in the different faculties, as displayed in Table 4.2, varied 
between 24 and 73 years old. The range in the age category of the participants is large, 
with a minimum age of 24 years to a maximum age of 73 years of age. The mean age 
is indicative of the sample in the study being in middle adulthood. The large standard 




Table 4.2 Age of the participants in the sample 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 





4.3 INSTITUTIONAL REPRESENTATION OF THE PARTICIPANTS 
 
 
Faculties of the University 
 





The results of the frequency of participants from each faculty are represented in Table 
4.3. It indicates that most of the participants were from the Faculty of Science and 
Agriculture (n = 32; 22.7%), followed by the faculties of Management and Commerce 
and Social Sciences and Humanities (n = 30; 21.3%). The faculty with the least 
representation, was the Faculty of Law, with two participants (1.4%). The results 
indicated that there is a fair distribution of participation among all the faculties, except 





Table 4.3: Faculty representation in the sample 
Faculty Frequency Percent 
Science and Agriculture 32 22.7 
Management and Commerce 30 21.3 
Social Sciences and Humanities 30 21.3 
Health Sciences 28 19.9 
Education 19 13.5 
Law 2 1.4 
 
Position of the participants in the faculties 
 
Participants were also requested to indicate the position they fulfil in their respective 
departments, which is presented in Table 4.4. These included the positions of lecturers, 




Table 4.4 Position of the participants 
Position Frequency Percent 
Lecturer 63 44.7 
Senior Lecturer 34 24.1 
Associate Professor 18 12.8 
Professor 15 10.6 
Clinical Facilitator 11 7.8 
 
Most of the participants were lecturers (n = 63; 44.7%), followed by senior lecturers (n 
= 34; 24.1%), associate professors (n = 18; 12 8%) and professors (n = 15: 10.6%). A 
number of clinical facilitators, responsible for teaching in the Faculty of Health Sciences 
also participated in the study. The results represent a fair proportional distribution of 
academics in the various positions at the University. 
 
Number of years employed at the university 
 
The participants in the study were employed on average 7.67 years at the University 




























The large standard deviation can be attributed to the large variance in the number of 




of one year employed at the university to a maximum of 36 years employed at the 
university. 
 
4.4 USE OF BLACKBOARD AS LMS 
 
Participants were requested to respond to questions indicating whether they use 
Blackboard as their LMS, how much of their teaching time they spent on Blackboard 
and for which activities Blackboard is used as part of their teaching. 
 
Proportion of participants using Blackboard as LMS 
 
A sample of 141 participants representing a response rate of 39.9 percent of the sample 
population completed the questionnaire. Of these, 116 of the participants (82.3%) 
indicated that they make use of Blackboard as their LMS (see Table 4.6). This could be 





Table 4.6 Proportion of participants using Blackboard as LMS 
 
Frequency Percent 
Yes 116 82.3 
No 25 17.7 
 
To control for participant bias in the frequency of Blackboard usage, an objective 
indication of the frequency is presented in Figure 4.1 and 4.2 respectively. In the results 
drawn from the Course Reports run in Blackboard (Riley, 2020), it is evident that low 
Blackboard usage was observed for instructors (Figure 4.1) and the number of active 
courses (Figure 4.2) presented at the time of data collection (February 2020). A sharp 
increase for both instructors (lecturers) (from 374 to 583) and the number of active 
courses (from 570 to 1326) was observed in the use of Blackboard since lockdown was 
introduced (due to the COVID-19 pandemic) and lecturers were pressured to move from 





































Figure 4.1: Frequency of Blackboard use indicated by case reports. 
 
 
The number of Instructor users (lecturers assigned to manage modules) of Blackboard 
has increased by 209 over a period of 5 months. The biggest jump was between March 
and April when 109 lecturers became users of the LMS. This was probably due to the 
policy decision at that time by the Department of Higher Education (DoH) to move to 
on-line training. Whereas the biggest increase in student users was the previous 
months (February – March) when the student users nearly doubled. Between February 
and July, the number of student users increased by 235.5 percent, while the instructor 






Participants were asked to indicate how many years they have been using Blackboard 
and what percentage of their teaching time is spent on average using Blackboard. The 
results are represented in Table 4.7. 
Figure 4.2 Frequency of Blackboard use indicated by number of courses on 
Blackboard 
The tracking report in Fig 4.2 shows that there was a large increase in the number of 
courses put online between March and April (311 courses). The next highest increase 
was May to June when a further 159 courses were added. The overview figures show 
that there are still 20 percent of the courses that needed to be put online by July. 





Table 4.7 Average amount of teaching time participants spent on Blackboard 
 
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Percentage of teaching 
 

























The proportion of participants using the various functions in Blackboard 
 
The LMS, Blackboard, consists of a number of functions, which can be utilised by the 
lecturers during their teaching practices. The lecturers had to select on the 
questionnaire, which of the functions of Blackboard they use most often. The functions 
of Blackboard vary from uploading content, collaboration, communication, assessment, 
journaling and tracking student’s progress. 
 
Most participants (83.7%) use Blackboard to load material or study content for their 
students to access, followed by announcements (69.5%). For all other functions in 
Blackboard less than 50 percent of the participants in this study indicated that they 
made use of them. These results are presented in Table 4.8. Only 35 percent of the 
participants use Blackboard to set assignments, while 30.5 percent use Blackboard for 
tests and quizzes, 23.4 percent for discussions on the Discussion Board and 17.7 
percent for group work. Less than 2 percent of the participants used the more advanced 






Table 4.8 The proportion of participants using the various functions in 
Blackboard 
Variable Group Frequency Percent 
Loading material/content Yes 118 83.7 
 No 23 16.3 
Announcements Yes 98 69.5 
 No 43 30.5 
Setting Assignments Yes 50 35.5 
 No 91 64.5 
Tests and Quizzes Yes 43 30.5 
 No 98 69.5 
Discussions/Discussion Board Yes 33 23.4 
 No 108 76.6 
Group work Yes 25 17.7 
 No 116 82.3 
Blogs Yes 3 2.1 
 No 138 97.9 
Journals Yes 2 1.4 
 No 139 98.6 
Other Turnitin 2 1.4 
 Surveys 1 .7 
 
4.5 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN AGE, EMPLOYMENT AND BLACKBOARD USE 
 
Participants were requested to indicate the number of years they were employed, the 
number of years they were using Blackboard and the percentage of teaching time they 





Table 4.9 Relationships between participants’ age, employment and their 
Blackboard use 
 
The relationship between participants age, their period of employment at the university 
and how often they use Blackboard is represented in Table 4.9. 

















Age    



























*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 
 
All variables were continuous; thus, a Pearson product-moment correlation could be 
conducted. The correlation is presented in Table 4.9 as correlation-coefficient r and 
the significance (p-value) of the correlation. Correlations were significant at the 0.01 
and 0.05 levels. 
 
There seems to be a weak to moderate positive relationship between participants’ 
age and the number of years employed (r = .474; p = .000) and the number of years 
using Blackboard (r = .239; p = .015) respectively. This seems to indicate that the 




at the university. This could indicate that as lecturers establish themselves over time 
at the university, they start to use Blackboard more frequently. There was no 
correlation between the percentage of teaching time and the other two variables. 
 
4.6 GROUP DIFFERENCES AND BLACKBOARD USE 
 
Gender and faculty group differences for the number of years lecturers are using 
Blackboard and the amount of time they spent teaching on Blackboard are presented 
in Table 4.10 and Table 4.11 respectively. 
 

















Number of years 
using Blackboard 
Male 55 4.55 2.85 .384 .223 
Female 60 3.90 2.80 .361 
 
 
Percentage of teaching 
time on Blackboard 
Male 55 27.78 20.27 2.733 .921 
Female 60 28.17 21.25 2.744 
 
 
Statistical significance was set at 0.05. There were no statistically significant differences 
found for both gender groups (See Table 4.10) and faculties (See Table 4.11) in this 
study. Both male and female lecturers as well as lecturers from the different faculties 
have been using Blackboard for more or less the same amount of years and they spent 










Mean Std. Deviation 
 
Sig. 












 Health Sciences 23 3.09 1.53  









 Social Sciences and 
Humanities 23 4.09 3.13 
 
 Education 13 3.62 2.36  
 Law 2 4.00 1.41  
Percentage of teaching 











 Health Sciences 23 32.39 20.77  









 Social Sciences and 
Humanities 23 31.17 22.94 
 
 Education 13 28.08 14.79  
 Law 2 30.00 .000  
 
However, a statistically significant difference (p = .000) was found between the positions 
for the number of years using Blackboard. The results are represented in Table 4.12. 
The results indicated that senior lecturers (mean = 5,29; sd = 3.42) and full professors 
(mean = 7.00; sd = 3.53) used Blackboard for a significantly longer time than lecturers 




















Number of years 
using Blackboard Lecturer 52 3.15 2.062 .286 .000 




























teaching time on 
Blackboard 
Lecturer 52 30.13 21.651 3.003 .459 




























4.7 FACTOR ANALYSIS 
 
The 46 questions derived from the literature and other validated questionnaires (see 
methodology section) were subjected to factor analysis. 
 
Before factor analysis could commence, the suitability of the data for factor analysis 
was assessed due to the presence of a number of items with a factor loading of higher 




as Bartlett’s test of sphericity (p = .000) are presented in Table 4.13. The Kaiser-Meyer- 
Olkin value exceeded the recommended value of .6 and Bartlett test of sphericity 
reached statistical significance. These two values supported the factorability of the 
correlation Matrix. See Table 4.13. 
 
 





Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy .885 
 










The initial PCA revealed the presence of nine different factors with eigenvalues higher 
than one. An inspection of the scree plot (see Figure 4.1) indicated a clear break after 
the 6th component. It was thus decided to retain a six-factor solution for further 
investigation. The total variance explained by the six-factor solution as well as the 
eigenvalues of the six factors are presented in Table 4.14. The eigenvalues of the six 
factors were 16.12, 3.48, 2.74, 1.82,1.63 and 1.57 respectively. The six factors 
explained 59.53 percent of the variance. 
 
To assist in the explanation of the six factors, a varimax rotation was performed. The 
rotated solution showed the structure of the components, with a number of strong 
loadings (above .40) on all factors. Most items loading on the first four factors, while 
both Factor 5 and 6 had only two items, which could present a challenge for the 





The results of the rotated component matrix for the six-factor solution are presented in 
Table 4.15, indicating which of the items loaded on which of the six factors. Items with 
a factor loading of less than .40 (items 10 and 33) were excluded from the analysis. 
Items were retained in the factor it loaded the highest, when it loaded on two factors 
simultaneously. Please refer to Appendix D for detailed questions. 
Table 4.14: Total variance explained for the six-factor solution 
Factor Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 16.125 17.488 17.488 
2 3.486 15.001 32.489 
3 2.742 9.752 42.241 
4 1.829 7.969 50.211 
5 1.635 4.911 55.121 















Table 4.15: Rotated Component Matrix for the six-factor solution. (For a 
complete list of all the items see Addendum F) 
Component 
Item number 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Q05 .810      
Q04 .804      
Q07 .737      
Q01 .723      
Q21 .710      
Q02 .700      
Q09 .662      












































Extraction method: PCA 
Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser normalisation 
Rotation converged in 10 iterations 
 
Six factors on lecturers’ perceptions of Blackboard were extracted by the descriptive 
statistics, which are indicated in Table 4.16 and Figure 4.3, namely usefulness, 
performance expectancy, self-efficacy, technical support, effort and institutional 












• PERFORMANCE EXPECTATION 
• SELF-EFFICACY 
• TECHNICAL SUPPORT 
 
• EFFORT 












Table 4.16 Descriptive Statistics, reliability coefficient and categories for the 














Factor 1: Usefulness 1.71 5.00 3.998 .664 .937 












Factor 3: Self-efficacy 1.71 5.00 3.602 .693 .848 












Factor 5: Effort 1.00 5.00 3.472 .804 .441 















Upon further analysis, the six factors were categorised to reflect lecturers’ 
perceptions on each scale from low to moderate and high perceptions (see Table 
4.17). The scale of each factor (0 – 5) was divided in three equal sections. A score 
between 0 and 1.67 was regarded as a low perception on the factor, 1.68 – 3.32 as 




Table 4.17 Categories for lecturers’ perceptions of the six factors on 
Blackboard 
Factor Low Moderate High 
 n % N % n % 
Factor1: Usefulness 0 0 23 16.3 118 83.7 
Factor2: Performance Expectation 1 .7 58 41.1 82 58.2 
Factor 3: Self-efficacy 0 0 54 38.3 87 61.7 
Factor 4: Technical Support 5 3.5 67 47.5 69 48.9 
Factor 5: Effort 3 2.1 54 38.3 84 59.6 





The first factor was named “Perceived Usefulness” and included items like item 4, 
“Using Blackboard would improve my performance”. and item 5, “Using Blackboard 
would enhance my effectiveness”. Perceived Usefulness refers to lecturers’ 
perceptions that Blackboard is a useful tool as a LMS in e-learning. It coincides with 
what Davis (1989) define as Perceived Usefulness (PU), namely the enhancement of a 
lecturer’s performance due to using the system. The factor included 14 items with 
Factor loadings between .4 and .810. It also had the highest mean score (3.99; sd 
= .664) and it rendered a high reliability score of .930 (Cronbach’s alpha). The results 
further showed that 83.7 percent (n = 118) had a high perception that Blackboard is 
useful in teaching. Only a few lecturers (n = 23; 16.3%) had a moderate perception 
about the usefulness of Blackboard. 
 
Factor 2 was named “Perceived Performance Expectation” and included items like item 
28, “I find that using Blackboard increases the involvement of my students in the 
classroom.” and item 26, “I use Blackboard because it helps to clarify the content of my 
course. Perceived Performance Expectations refer to lecturers’ perception that using 
Blackboard will help them achieve their specific performance goals in the modules they 
teach, which coincides with the definition of Visvanath et al. (2003) who define perceived 




using the system will help him or her to attain gains in job performance”. The factor 
loadings of the items loaded on Factor 2 ranged from .435 to .707. The factor mean 
was 3.55 (standard deviation = .723) and rendered a high reliability, with a Cronbach’s 
alpha of .932. The results also showed that 58.5 percent (n = 85) had a high perception 
that Blackboard would assist them in achieving their performance goals in the modules 
they teach. Almost half of the lecturers had a moderate (n = 58; 41.1%) to low (n = 1; 
0.7%) perception for Blackboard’s performance expectancy. 
 
Factor 3 was named “Perceived Self-efficacy”, as it represents the lecturer’s perception 
that they have the capabilities to achieve their specific goals using Blackboard as the 
LMS for the specific modules they teach. This definition coincides with Coleman and 
Mtshazi (2017) who define Perceived Self-efficacy as the user’s computer competency, 
knowledge and skills, which play a large role in the acceptance of using a LMS. The 
factor consists of seven items with Factor loadings between .450 and .821. The factor 
included items like item 13 “I have the necessary skills to implement Blackboard as the 
e-learning platform” and item 14 “I am confident to use Blackboard as my e-learning 
platform.” Factor 3 had the second highest mean (3.60; standard deviation = .693) and 
rendered a high reliability score of .848 (Cronbach’s alpha). The results further showed 
that 61.7 percent (n = 87) had a high perception of their self-efficacy (high confidence) 
to use Blackboard, while a sizable number of lecturers (n = 54; 38.3%) perceived 
moderate self-efficacy to use Blackboard. 
 
Factor 4 was named “Perceived Technical Support”. Lecturers’ perception of the 
technical support available to them when using Blackboard is represented in this factor. 
It includes items like item 22 “I received adequate training on how to use Blackboard” 
and item 41 “When I am stuck, technical support is available.” The content presented 
in this factor coincides with Facilitating Conditions (FC), which describe the 
circumstances available for the use of the LMS such as technical support and training 
of the lecturers. (Bagarukayo & Kalema, 2015b).The absence of training and technical 
support to lecturers and students is often indicated as a reason why a LMS is not 
implemented effectively. Factor 4 consisted of six items with factor loadings of between 
.415 and .718, with a mean score of 3.18 (Standard Deviation = .758) and an acceptable 
reliability, with a Cronbach's alpha of .771. The results further indicated that only 48.9 




the lecturers however, had a moderate (n = 67; 47.5%) to low (n = 5; 3.5%) perception 
of available technical support to them in the institution. This is of concern, as most of 
the lecturers have a perception that technical support when using Blackboard is lacking. 
 
Factor 5 consisted of two items, item 19, “It take too much of my time to use Blackboard” 
and item 45, “My workload is already too high to spend additional time on e-learning.” 
Both of the items loaded negatively on the factor and had factor loadings of .504   and 
.740. The Factor was named “Perceived Effort” as it is reflecting a lecturer’s perception 
of the amount of effort they would put in to use Blackboard as an effective tool in e- 
learning. This coincides with what Viswanath et al. (2003) referred to as effort 
expectancy (EE), which refers to “the degree of ease associated with the use of the 
system.” The factor rendered a mean score of 3.47 (standard deviation = .804). The 
Factor had a low reliability score with a Cronbach’s alpha of .441. Factors with too few 
items usually renders low reliability and thus, the low reliability of Factor 5 is attributed 
to the fact that it has only two items loading on the factor. Alternatively, the mean inter- 
item correlation (r = .286) is high enough (between .2 to .4) to regard the factor reliable 
(Briggs & Check, 1986). The results showed that 59.6 percent (n = 84) had a high 
perception that Blackboard takes too much effort from them to include in their teaching 
programme. A sizable number of lecturers held a perception that Blackboard takes a 
moderate (n = 54; 38.3%) to low (n = 3; 2.1%) effort from them, implying that only two 
in five lecturers find it less effortful to include Blackboard’s in their teaching. 
 
The last Factor, Factor 6 was named “Perceived Institutional Support” and is indicative 
of a lecturer’s perception about whether that they have enough support from their 
institution to use Blackboard effectively. This coincides with what Viswanath et al. 
(2000) defines as Facilitating Conditions (FC), as the “degree to which an individual 
believes that organisational and technical infrastructure exist to support the use of the 
system” and what Kleinveldt et al. (2016) and Webstock and Fisher (2016) refer to as 
social influence (SI), which describe how other people, e.g. Institution or management 
can motivate or hinder the use of the LMS by the lecturers. The factor included two 
items, namely item 46, “My university's e-learning policy provides clear and proper 
strategies for the use of e-learning.” and item 43, “My institution provides incentives for 
integrating e-learning into programs.” The items had factor loadings of .473 and .668 




therefore represents the lowest perception of the lecturers in this study. Like Factor five, 
it had a low reliability score with a Cronbach's alpha score of .442, due to the fact that 
it only consists of two questions. However, it had an acceptable mean inter-item- 
correlation (r = .287), which is regarded as reliable according to Briggs and Cheek 
(1986). The results showed that only 21.3 percent (n = 30) perceived high institutional 
support for using Blackboard. Most of the lecturers however, had a moderate (n = 94; 
66.7%) to low (n = 17; 12.1%) perception of institutional support for using Blackboard. 
This is of concern, as most of the lecturers (78.8%) have a perception that there is low 
institutional support for using Blackboard. 
 
4.8 GROUP DIFFERENCES FOR LECTURERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF 
BLACKBOARD 
 
Gender group differences 
 
An analysis of the gender group differences on all six of the factors was performed. The 
results are presented in Table 4.18. 
 
No statistically significant differences were reported between the male and female 
lecturers’ perceptions on the six factors presented. Thus, male and female lecturers 
share the same perceptions on the usefulness, performance expectations, self-efficacy, 
technical support, effort and institutional support of Blackboard as a LMS at the 
university. Although females had a slightly higher perception than the males on all the 
scales, except for self-efficacy, where males reported a slightly higher mean score than 



















Usefulness Male 72 3.95 .625 .073 .353 
 




Male 72 3.49 .685 .080 .372 
Female 69 3.60 .760 .091 
 
Self-efficacy Male 72 3.67 .684 .080 .210 
 
Female 69 3.53 .698 .084 
 
Technical support Male 72 3.06 .702 .082 .053 
 
Female 69 3.31 .796 .095 
 
Effort Male 72 3.40 .753 .088 .300 
 




Male 72 2.61 .810 .095 .515 
Female 69 2.70 .858 .103  
 
Faculty group differences 
 
An analysis to determine differences in lecturers’ perceptions from different faculties at 
the university was done. The results are presented in Table 4.19. 
 
Statistically significant differences between faculties were found for Factor 1, perceived 
usefulness as well as Factor 4, perceived technical support. A statistically significant 
difference (p = .013) was found between the perceptions of lecturers in the Faculty of 
Health Sciences and the Faculty of Social Sciences and Humanities. Lecturers in the 




4.30; standard deviation = .560) than what lecturers in the Faculty of Social Sciences 
and Humanities (mean = 3.69; Standard deviation = .792) did. 
 
Table 4.19 Faculty group differences 







Usefulness SA 32 3.87 .574 .101 .101 .013 
 HS 28 4.30 .560 .106 .106  
 MC 30 4.10 .656 .119 .119  
 SSH 30 3.69 .792 .144 .144  
 Education 19 4.06 .583 .133 .133  
 Law 2 3.96 .151 .107 .107  
Performance 
Expectation 
SA 32 3.50 .611 .108 .108 .081 
HS 28 3.84 .689 .130 .130  
 MC 30 3.54 .868 .158 .158  
 SSH 30 3.25 .741 .135 .135  
 Education 19 3.58 .554 .127 .127  
 Law 2 3.57 .489 .346 .346  
Self-efficacy SA 32 3.73 .710 .125 .125 .103 
 HS 28 3.62 .647 .122 .122  
 MC 30 3.78 .793 .144 .144  
 SSH 30 3.34 .647 .118 .118  
 Education 19 3.43 .543 .124 .124  
 Law 2 3.92 .303 .214 .214  
Technical 
Support 
SA 32 3.00 .632 .111 .111 .000 








 SSH 30 2.85 .867 .158 .158  
 Education 19 2.81 .520 .119 .119  
 Law 2 3.58 .353 .250 .250  
Effort SA 32 3.53 .897 .158 .158 .979 
 HS 28 3.53 .870 .164 .164  
 MC 30 3.40 .913 .166 .166  
 SSH 30 3.45 .647 .118 .118  
 Education 19 3.44 .621 .142 .142  
 Law 2 3.25 1.06 .750 .750  
Institutional 
Support 
SA 32 2.75 .718 .127 .127 .533 
 HS 28 2.75 .866 .163 .163  
 MC 30 2.63 .973 .177 .177  
 SSH 30 2.53 .797 .145 .145  
 Education 19 2.50 .816 .187 .187  
 Law 2 3.50 .000 .000 .000  
SA = Science and Agriculture, HS = Health Sciences, MC = Management and 
Commerce, SSH = Social Sciences and Humanities 
 
The other statistically significant difference between faculties was found for lecturers’ 
Perceived Technical Support (p = .000). It seems that lecturers in the Faculty of Health 
Sciences perceived Technical Support provided by the university significantly higher 
(mean = 3.75; standard deviation = .673) than lecturers in both the Faculty of Social 
Sciences and Humanities (mean = 2.85; standard deviation = .867) and the Faculty of 




The results of the study were presented in this chapter. There was a fair distribution of 
participants in all aspects of the research, except for an under-representation of 
participants in the Faculty of Law. Six factors were identified in the study, which 
represent the lecturers’ perceptions of Blackboard as a LMS with acceptable to high 




between group comparisons, showing no significant differences between gender 
groups and significant differences between Faculties and positions of academic 
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This chapter provides a detailed discussion of the findings of the study. The chapter 
starts with a summary of the research problem and the planning of the research. The 
findings from the literature review of the study as well as the empirical study will be 
discussed in line with the objectives of the study set out in Chapter 1. The discussion 
of the empirical findings will first address the sample dynamics in the use of Blackboard, 
followed by the factors identified through factor analysis and lecturers’ perceptions of 
these factors. The chapter will then address a discussion on the limitations of the study, 




This summary revisits the problem that was investigated in this study and the 
methodology that was followed in the empirical section of the study. 
 
Revisiting the problem 
 
Since online learning is becoming increasingly prominent in HE, LMSs are used at 
various universities across the world to provide course content, assessments, 
communication and collaboration with students. Much pressure from younger 
generation students to integrate electronic media and online teaching modalities 
requires changes in the teaching and learning models of universities. What is 
problematic among lecturers at universities, who are conducting face-to- face teaching, 
is that they only use the LMS as a course management tool and do not engage with the 
rest of the tools in their teaching pedagogies. They perceive the platform as a 
supplementary tool rather than an essential part of their teaching. The use of the 
technology might be influenced negatively due to the perceived barriers and limitations 
in the use of a LMS by the lecturers. The perceptions of lecturers in rural universities 





Planning of the research 
 
The research was done from a quantitative perspective by following a descriptive and 
exploratory research design to determine lecturers’ perceptions of Blackboard as a LMS 
in an Eastern Cape university. An online questionnaire consisting of two sections was 
developed as the research instrument for this study. The first section of the 
questionnaire consisted of a biographical section, which included characteristics of the 
participants for this study such as their gender, age, the faculty they belong to, their 
position at the university and the number of years they were employed at the university. 
It further included questions indicating the number of years they had been using 
Blackboard and the percentage of their teaching time spent on Blackboard. The second 
section of the questionnaire included items from previously validated questionnaires on 
barriers and reasons for using online teaching and learning modalities. 
 
The study population for this research included all academic personnel at a rural 
Eastern Cape University using Blackboard as their LMS. From the 353 lecturers in six 
faculties at the university, a sample of 141 (39.9% response rate) of the lecturers at the 
university responded to an invitation to participate in the research and completed the 
questionnaire online. The data were collected over four weeks in February 2020, just 
before the lockdown due to the COVID-19 pandemic, after which the data collection 
tool was closed. 
 
5.3 DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 
Context from literature 
The higher education landscape is continuously under pressure and expected to 
integrate online teaching and learning in their education model. In the literature review, 
it was reported that higher education institutions are under pressure to transform to 
meet the needs of an increasingly technologically-orientated economy (O’Flaherty & 
Phillips, (2015). This pressure is increased by the current students, identified as Digital 
Natives, who prefer the inclusion of electronic media in their teaching and learning. A 
need that might be overlooked by the current academic staff members of this university, 




The discrepancy between the ages of the lecturers and the ages of the students puts 
them into completely different technologically orientated groups. One being digital 
natives and the other digital immigrants. A review by Neumann, Caudill and Pelham 
(2018), typifies Digital Natives as people who grew up using technology since the day 
they were born. They expect instant gratification, have a short attention span and lack 
key writing skills. Thus, Kivunja (2014) argued that Digital Natives do not learn from the 
linear, paper-based data in textbooks, but they would rather access digital sources that 
are available online. This is primarily because, while they were growing up, they were 
exposed to and surrounded by technologies, much more than their older counterparts 
who were born in the era of electronic media, known as “Digital Immigrants”. This group 
includes many lecturers, who might only have a limited understanding of how current 
learners see and use technology (Smith et al., 2020). 
 
Bousbahi and Alrazgan (2015) claim that effective technology needs to be utilised to 
provide resources and activities for students. This can be achieved by implementing a 
LMS at HEIs to achieve this goal. The same view is supported by Ngandu (2015), 
namely that there is a high demand for HEIs to produce graduates equipped for the 21st 
century and to adopt emerging educational technologies, for example, the LMS such 
as Blackboard. The pressure to integrate more electronic modes into teaching and 
learning practices in higher education is dependent on the attitude changes of lecturers 
towards online teaching and an effective utilisation of their LMS. Academics at this 
university were, at the time of the study, using face-to-face teaching as their primary 
teaching mode and results indicated that the online platform was highly underutilised 
as part of their teaching and to a large extent only used as a platform to load content 
(slide shows) for students. Montrieux et al. (2015) report that because of expectations 
from Digital Natives on how the learning process should take place, lecturers need to 
adopt innovative technology into their teaching practices to accommodate them. This 
innovation process was triggered at this university by the COVID-19 pandemic, which 
forced academics to change from a face-to-face mode of teaching to an online mode of 




Attitudes, training and capacity building are foundational for the successful 
implementation of online teaching and learning practices in higher education. For the 
effectiveness of a LMS at an HEI, it is vital that both the lecturer and student have a 
comprehensive understanding of all the features of the LMS system (Zanjani et al., 
2016). Sezer (2019) reports that this platform can only be successful if both students 
and lecturers have positive attitudes towards the use of the platform, as the use of 
technology is directly related to the beliefs, attitudes and intentions of potential users. 
An analysis of lecturers’ utilisation of the Blackboard features, indicated that only a few 
lecturers engaged students in the various functions available on Blackboard. This is 
reflective of the beliefs, attitudes and intentions of lecturers who are not inclined to use 
Blackboard as an integral part of their teaching and learning practices. Although the 
results indicated that they believe that online teaching is a useful and necessary part of 
the future of teaching, they were not engaging in it as much. 
 
The beliefs, attitudes and intentions of lecturers are shaped by a number of barriers and 
reasons that influence their use of a LMS, such as Blackboard. According to Coleman 
and Mtshazi (2017) and Jokiaho, May, Specht and Stoyanov (2018), both internal 
(personal) and external (environmental) factors influence lecturers' perceptions on the 
use of a LMS. The literature shows that perceptions of lecturers using a LMS are shaped 
by various factors, such as internal factors (e.g. fear, anxiety, no interest in using 
technology), external factors (e.g. lack of time to prepare for lectures using technology, 
organisational factors (e.g. inadequate technical support), technological factors (e.g. 
limited access to useful, relevant and appropriate hardware and software) and social 
factors (the degree to which peers/institutions support or discourage the user to use 
technology). These findings are supported by the results of this study that will be 
discussed in detail in the second part of this chapter (see Section 5.3.3.1). 
 
Various theoretical models arguing for the use of technology in HEI were developed 
and reported in the literature. Costa (2019) reports that different theoretical models are 
used to evaluate the acceptance of technology in education. Two of the models that 
were investigated in this study were the UTAUT and the UTAUT2. UTAUT has been 
used to describe and understand the adoption of technology in an organisational 




acceptance and use context (Chang et al., 2019). There was, however, a further 
development of the UTAUT model, namely the UTAUT2 (Huang, Wu, & Lee, 2019), 
which is used to measure the adoption of new technologies from a consumer’s 
perspective in a variety of contexts (Huang, 2018). The UTAUT model was elected as 
the theoretical foundation for this study as the purpose of this study was to understand 
the factors impacting the use of Blackboard in an organisational context. 
 
The UTAUT consists of four components, namely performance expectancy (PE), effort 
expectancy (EE), social influence (SI) and facilitation conditions (FC). The UTAUT 
indicates that these factors are important factors that determine the development of 
technology in higher education. Lecturers' perceptions of these might have a strong 
influence on their willingness to use Blackboard as a LMS, as was determined in the 
empirical study. 
 
Findings from the Empirical Study 
 
The empirical findings of this study are aligned with the objectives of the study 
formulated in Chapter 1. The findings from the biographical section of the study, which 
indicated the population dynamics of how lecturers use Blackboard, are discussed first. 
The section on the lecturers’ perceptions of the factors that were identified through 




Lecturers at the university use Blackboard infrequently and seem to underutilise its 
capacity as a LMS. Of the lecturers who responded to the survey, a large majority 
indicated that they use Blackboard. The large number could be explained by participant 
bias, as only a sample of lecturers (39.9%) choose to participate in the study, of whom 
most responded due to a vested interest in Blackboard as a LMS. A more objective 
assessment of Blackboard usage showed a small proportion of instructors accessing 
Blackboard and only a small number of modules presented at the University were active 
on Blackboard during the time of data collection. In this regard, Zaki and Zawaidy, 
(2014) study might provide perspective, as a number of lecturers found it difficult to use 




when accessing Blackboard online. In both the studies of Zaki et al. (2014) and Ugwoke, 
Ifeanyi Edeh and Ezemma (2019), the majority of the sample reported using Blackboard 
found it very useful, but they lacked ICT skills and training in how to use the LMS for 
effective instructional delivery of the courses. Factors such as poor network and poor 
power services also impacted the use of Blackboard negatively. 
 
Lecturers spend less than a third of their teaching time on Blackboard across all 
faculties and teaching positions in the University. The number of years lecturers had 
been using Blackboard did not have an impact on the proportion of their teaching time 
they spent on Blackboard. Although professors and senior lecturers were using 
Blackboard significantly longer than associate professors and lecturers, it did not impact 
the amount of time spent teaching on Blackboard. According to some researchers, 
(Jokiaho et al., 2018; Wingo, Ivankova, & Moss, 2017) time was a big barrier for the 
effective use of a LMS by lecturers. The lecturers report that preparation took much of 
their time, while their workload was already too high. 
 
Lecturers also used the different tools in Blackboard inconsistently, with the majority 
using Blackboard exclusively for uploading content and announcements. A sharp 
decrease was observed for the use of assessment tools for assignments, tests and 
quizzes and the discussion board in Blackboard, while features like blogs and journals 
were used extremely infrequently by individual lecturers. This could be due to an over- 
emphasis in the University for using a traditional face-to-face model of teaching, hard 
copies for assignments and tests and discussions primarily reserved for the class 
environment rather than the online environment. Eldridge (2014) and Kitoo (2020) found 
similar patterns among lecturers who use Blackboard only for announcements and 
uploading of content in face-to-face models of teaching. These studies further indicated 
that lecturers use other features quite infrequently in traditional teaching models. 
 
This situation has changed dramatically since the start of the COVID-19 pandemic, 
which put much pressure on lecturers to shift to an online mode of teaching. A sharp 
increase was observed for the number of instructors and modules presented by the 
university due to the change to online teaching. Freeman, Stein, Bantjes and Mashego 




under tremendous stress during this time and might have a negative impact on their 
mental health. Lecturers who were not using Blackboard are now under severe 
pressure, since they lack capacitation, training, skills and confidence in using 
Blackboard. 
 
Age did not have a large impact on the population dynamics in using Blackboard, except 
for the number of years employed by the university. The longer lecturers were 
employed, the more they used Blackboard. It seems that lecturers begin to use 
Blackboard once they have settled into their teaching. Age did not make a difference in 
the percentage of teaching time lecturers spend on Blackboard. A study by Moonsamy 
and Govender (2018) concurred that both age and gender did not impact on the use 
and non-use of Blackboard. 
 
5.3.3.1 Lecturers’ perceptions on the factors associated with the use of 
Blackboard 
 
The first objective of the study was to answer the first sub-question, namely which 
factors influence lecturers’ use of an LMS? The question was answered through a 
factor analysis of the items presented in the questionnaire. A factor analysis, using 
PCA on the items of the questionnaire revealed a six-factor solution for the sub- 
structure of the questionnaire, revealing six factors that influenced lecturers use of an 
LMS, namely its usefulness, performance expectation, self-efficacy, technical support, 
effort and institutional support. These factors were assessed for their reliability and the 
lecturers’ perceptions of these factors as either barriers or reasons to use Blackboard 
as a LMS at the university. The six factors are discussed in relation to other studies 
addressing lecturers’ perceptions of Blackboard. All the factors had acceptable to high 
reliability and as such can be interpreted with confidence in this study. 
 
Lecturers strongly agree that Blackboard is very useful as a LMS. This perception 
stands in strong contrast with the actual use of BB by lecturers. There seemed to be a 
discrepancy between their perception of the usefulness and their actual use of 
Blackboard. This implies a challenge for future studies to determine why lecturers, who 
have a high judgement of the usefulness of BB, do not make more use of it. More 
research is needed on the reasons why lecturers do not use Blackboard more often in 




system in HEIs in Kenya, Maina and Nzuki (2015) also found that the users perceived 
the LMS to be very useful. Lecturers’ adoption and willingness to use the LMS were 
strongly influenced by their perceived usefulness of the LMS. Moonsamy and Govender 
(2018) report in another South African study that academic staff were positive that 
Blackboard will assist them and improve their teaching and learning. Usefulness is an 
important factor in the UTAUT model, relating to performance expectancy. Lecturers’ 
performance expectancy is based on the degree of their beliefs about the usefulness 
of Blackboard as a LMS. 
 
The performance expectancy of Blackboard gives an indication of lecturers’ 
expectations that Blackboard will improve and support their effectiveness in achieving 
their teaching goals. Although lecturers had a lower perception of Blackboard’s 
performance expectancy than its usefulness, only three in five lecturers had a high 
expectation to achieve their teaching goals through Blackboard, with the rest doubting 
somewhat that it is possible. Moonsamy and Govender (2018) report a much higher 
performance expectancy in their study at another South African university, with the 
majority (80%) of their lecturers feeling that Blackboard will enable them to improve and 
support the effectiveness of their teaching and learning and had a very high score for 
performance expectancy. 
 
Lecturers had a lower perception of their effort expectation for Blackboard as an LMS 
than for its usefulness. The study found similar results as for performance expectancy, 
indicating that two in five lecturers are not highly convinced that Blackboard is easy to 
use and that it takes effort from them to use Blackboard effectively as a LMS. These 
results concurred with the findings of Moonsamy and Govender (2018) on the use of 
Blackboard as a LMS at another South African University. Effort Expectancy was as 
low in their study as in this study, with only 58 percent of the staff agreeing that 
Blackboard is easy to use. It might be due to a lack of support and necessary training 
to utilise Blackboard. 
 
The results for the lecturers’ Self-efficacy concurred much with that of their 
performance expectancy and effort expectancy for Blackboard. Only three in five 
lecturers had high self-efficacy to use Blackboard, which is indicative in their 




Blackboard effectively in their teaching practice. To the contrary, Naibi (2016) found in 
his study that faculty members had high self-efficacy and confidence in using 
Blackboard. Computer self-efficacy is one of the important factors affecting the use and 
non-use of a LMS and is closely related to lecturers’ basic computer skills needed to 
use Blackboard (Coleman & Mtshazi, 2017). 
 
The lecturers’ perception of technical support and institutional support was much lower 
than their perceptions of the usefulness of Blackboard, indicating that most of the 
lecturers experience a lack of technical- and institutional support from the University. 
The positive relationship found between the six factors seems to suggest that lower 
perceptions on technical- and institutional support seem to be associated with lower 
perceptions of usefulness, performance expectancy and effort. It can thus strengthen 
the argument that this lack of support could contribute to the lower number of lecturers 
using Blackboard. Moonsamy and Govender (2018) attribute the low effort expectancy 
to be a direct result to the lack of technical support. Jokiaho et al. (2018) also report a 
lack of technical support as one of the biggest barriers in using a LMS in HEIs. This 
seems to be a global trend; Dutch (De Paepe et al., 2019) and other African (Ugwoke 
et al., 2019) studies both report similar findings; a lack in technical and pedagogical 
support causes a negative belief about the effectiveness of the usage of a LMS for 
online teaching and the successful take-off for a LMS by lecturers. 
 
Not much institutional support was perceived by those lecturers participating in the 
study. Maina and Nzuki (2015) report similarly low perceptions of institutional or 
technical support in Kenya, with the respondents indicating that they were not always 
sure if the ICT support team was available when they needed them. Participants 
reported no institutional support in the form of incentives for lecturers using the platform 
and a general lack of training on the use of the different functions of the LMS. In their 
study on the barriers of faculty’s perceptions on using Blackboard, Al-Meajel and 
Sharadgah (2018) found that Institutional barriers had the highest impact, influencing 
lecturers’ continuous use of Blackboard. Jokiaho et al. (2018) also report in a European 
study, that lack of support, formal training and recognition by the Institution were some 
of the biggest barriers for lecturers when using a LMS at a HEI. Continuous technical 
support and proper training assisted lecturers to become more confident in the use of 




5.3.3.2 Group differences between lecturer’s perceptions of the use of 
Blackboard as the LMS of the university. 
 
Research objectives two and three both tested group differences in lecturers’ 
perceptions of the factors influencing their use of an LMS. The study tested for gender 
group differences suggested in sub-question 3 and objective 3 of the study, on lecturers’ 
perceptions of Blackboard as a LMS at the university. No gender group differences were 
found. This is concurred by various other studies, such as Al Meajel and Sharadgah 
(2018), where no differences between the perceptions of male and female lecturers 
were observed on the use of Blackboard as a LMS. 
 
The study further tested for faculty group differences suggested in sub-question 2 and 
objective 2 of the study, on lecturers’ perceptions of Blackboard as a LMS at the 
university. Faculty group differences were observed in the study. Lecturers in the Faculty 
of Health Sciences perceived Blackboard to be much more useful than for lecturers in 
the Faculty of Social Sciences and Humanities did. Faculty of Health Sciences also 
perceived higher Technical Support provided by the university than lecturers in both the 
Faculty of Social Sciences and Humanities and the Faculty of Education did. This can 
be attributed to the Faculty of Health having a e-learning specialist employed to 
capacitate lecturers in their use of Blackboard. This seems to have increased the Faculty 
of Health Sciences lecturers’ perception of the usefulness of Blackboard, as well as 
their experience of institutional support. The results could suggest that the availability 
of a dedicated person providing training and support could be of great value to increase 
lecturers’ perceptions of Blackboard as a LMS. On the contrary, in a study done by 
Rabeh (2019) on the trends of faculty members using Blackboard at HEIs, no 
statistically significant differences were found between the different faculty members 




Lecturers seem to use Blackboard less than expected at the university, regardless of 
their strong perception that it is very useful as a LMS. They are, however, less 
convinced of Blackboard’s performance expectations and effort expectations. They 
further perceived low technical and institutional support for using Blackboard, 




differences were observed, no significant gender group differences were noted for the 
use of Blackboard as a LMS. Data for this study were collected just before the COVID- 
19 pandemic lockdown. However, due to the pressure to move to online teaching due 
to the pandemic since March 2020, lecturers’ perceptions are highly likely to change, 
as intensely high institutional support and training sessions were provided through the 
TLCs Technology-enhanced Learning support team, who offered support to faculties 
and departments. A follow-up study is suggested to determine the impact of the 
changes in lecturers’ perceptions. 
 
During this study, a lack of Institutional and technical support and training were two of 
the biggest barriers in the adoption of Blackboard as LMS at this university. Although 
there was a teaching and learning department available who continuously provided the 
necessary training, lecturers were not actively seeking support for e-learning, since 
most of their training was done face-to-face, many of the lecturers did not use 
Blackboard effectively. The results indicate that the Faculty of Health Science was 
utilising Blackboard the most and had a significantly higher perception of institutional 
support than other faculties. This is indicative of the fact that faculties who perceive 
enough institutional support, such as an e-learning specialist available, will use 
Blackboard more. The value of access to regular training sessions scheduled with the 
faculty members to introduce them to the different tools of Blackboard, cannot be 
underestimated. 
 
5.5 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE STUDIES 
 
Institutional and technical support is very important for the effective use of Blackboard. 
Each faculty should have a dedicated person allocated to them to assist the training of 
lecturers in utilising Blackboard or in smaller faculties share a specialist. Regular 
training sessions should be run throughout the year to allow the lecturers to attend at a 
time that is suitable to them. The technical staff should be more visible to the lecturers. 
Studies on the impact of increased technical and institutional support on the perceptions 
of lecturers to use Blackboard can provide support in this regard. 
 
The COVID-19 pandemic has pressured the lecturers to move from a face-to-face 
teaching environment to an online environment and only now, the lecturers are 




confident in adapting to the online environment. There should also be an e-learning 
policy and standard operating procedures available, supported by the institution and 
motivating the staff to utilise Blackboard to its fullest capacity. Another recommendation 
is to include the use of e-learning in the IPA process. It seems that lecturers, who have 
previously relied on traditional face-to-face teaching as their only mode of teaching, 
would find it difficult to adjust to online teaching. Future studies on perception changes 
that motivate lecturers’ adjustment to online teaching and the role of the COVID-19 
pandemic would shed more light on the topic. 
 
5.6 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 
 
One of the limitations of the study was the provision of the questionnaire online. This 
could contribute to the exclusion of some lecturers who wanted to participate in the 
study but might have had connectivity problems. The online presentation of the 
questionnaire could also create resistance from lecturers who did not use online 
practices and were not confident to participate. This limitation was addressed by 
providing clear and concise step-by-step instructions to guide lecturers through the 
completion of the questionnaire. This apparent limitation could simultaneously be a 
strength, as it provides lecturers with a quick and easy way to participate in the study 
in their own time. 
 
Another limitation to the study was the inability to control for participant bias. Participant 
bias occurs when too many people who have a vested interest in the topic seemed to 
respond, while participants with little or no interest seemed to refrain from participation. 
This could skew results to over-represent the view of one particular group (bias). This 
study did not control for participation bias, therefore, appeared to attract a large number 
of participants who seem to use Blackboard at the University. Future studies need to 
take cognisance of this form of bias. The random selection of participants could be 
considered in future studies to control for participant bias. Interpretation of the results 
was done carefully to take the possibility of participant bias into account during the 








have on the factors impacting their use of Blackboard at a rural university in the Eastern 
Cape. The objectives to determine these factors and describe the perceptions, gender 
and faculty group differences of the lecturers, were achieved through the methodology, 
presentation of findings and discussion sections. This was conducted with much 
appreciation to the lecturers and the permission granted by the university to complete 
the study. The information contributes much to the understanding of lecturers’ 
perceptions of online teaching, who are teaching in a traditional face-to-face model in 
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Table 2.3 Summary of studies reviewed on Perceptions of Lecturers on the factors influencing the use of Blackboard 
 
 AUTHOR TITLE OF STUDY SAMPLE PERCEPTIONS/BARRIERS 
1 (Ugwoke et al., 
2019) 
“Business Education 
Lecturers' Perception of 
Learning Management 
Systems for Effective 
Teaching and Learning 
Accounting in Universities 
in South-East.” 
The population of the study 
was 241 Business 
Education lecturers from 9 
universities (federal, state, 
and private) in South-East, 
Nigeria. 
Lack of technical support for effective take- 
off, lack of encouragement, motivation and 
support from hosting institutions’, insufficient 
IT support. 
2 (De Paepe et al., 
2019) 
“Development and 
implementation of online 
Dutch L2 courses in adult 
education: educators’ and 
providers’ perceptions of 
constraints and critical 
success factors.” 
Semi-structured interviews 
were done with seven adult 
educators and a sample 
group consisting of a focus 
group consisting of 12 
teachers and teacher 
trainers. 
It was found that these groups were very 
negative about the effectiveness of online 
learning. They found the system very costly 
and there were not enough technical and 
pedagogical support. The teachers also 





Matters in Face-to-Face 
Qualitative study was done 
to explore the experiences 
of 20 instructors who were 
utilizing Blackboard in 
LMS were only used for administrative 
purposes rather than pedagogical for 
transforming face-to-face courses. 












courses., University of 
South Carolina, 
effectively use the LMS. The lecturers 
struggled to incorporate the LMS into their 
face-to-face teaching. 
4 (Deogratius M 
Lashayo, 2018) 
“Preliminary Study on 
Multi-Factors Affecting 
Adoption of E-Learning 
Systems in Universities: A 
Case of Open University of 
Tanzania (OUT)” 
Students and staff from four 
universities in Tanzania 
Factors that played a role were quality of 
online courses, technical, educational and 
service quality. Environmental factors, the 
readiness of the university, trust and 
perceived benefits for staff members if they 
use e-learning also stood out. 
5 (Nurakun Kyzy 
et al., 2018) 
“Learning management 
system implementation: a 
case study in the Kyrgyz 
Republic.” 
Quantitative and qualitative 
analysis were done on 541 
students and six instructors 
enrolled in online courses in 
this university. 
Students perceive problems with their online 
courses. There is a lack of online experience 
amongst the instructors. 
6 (Jokiaho et al., 
2018) 
“Barriers to using E 
Learning in an Advanced 
Way.” 
Forty-nine teachers across 
Europe participated in this 
study. 
The barriers were separated into three 
groups namely personal factors, institutional 
and cultural factors and technical factors. 
Personal factors: Too much time is used for 





 AUTHOR TITLE OF STUDY SAMPLE PERCEPTIONS/BARRIERS 
    Professors were more motivated to use 
online teaching than their part-time 
colleagues or the rest of the faculty 
members. Less experience leads to less 
confident. Need for additional support. Lack 
of motivation. Age and employment status 
also played a role. Institutional and cultural 
factors. 
 
Another barrier was the lack of recognition or 
support for lecturers for using online 
teaching by the Institution. Training of 
lecturers in using online teaching is needed. 
Time is a restriction. They need more time 
to prepare online classes. 
 
Technical factors – Teachers lack basic 
computer skills and feel incompetent in front 
of students existing competencies influence 





 AUTHOR TITLE OF STUDY SAMPLE PERCEPTIONS/BARRIERS 
    low self-efficacy. User friendliness of the 
LMS plays a big role as well as enough IT 
support, good internet connection. 
7 (Alenezi, 2018) “Barriers to Participation in 
Learning Management 
Systems in Saudi Arabian 
Universities.” 
Quantitative research was 
done on 150 students in 
three universities in Saudi 
Arabia. 
Poor internet connectivity was found as a 
major barrier to these students. Instructor’s 
attitude towards students if they do need 
help. They have not the skills to intervene 
and help the students. 
8 (McConnell, 
2018) 
“E-learning in Chinese 
higher education: the view 
from inside.” 
Quantitative research was 
done on lecturers of Higher 
educations in China on their 
believes on e-learning 
Professional development should be offered 
to lecturers at Higher educations. Support is 
needed for lecturers. High-quality e-learning 
courses must be attended by lecturers and 
they must be supported by e-learning 
developers to produce well-integrated 
courses 
9 (Coleman & 
Mtshazi, 2017) 
“Factors affecting the use 
and non-use of Learning 
Management Systems 
(LMS) by academic staff.” 
Quantitative and Qualitative 
study was performed on 
lecturers of the University of 
Witwatersrand - WITS 
Internal factors – fear and anxiety to use 
LMS. Lack of interest and time to use 





 AUTHOR TITLE OF STUDY SAMPLE PERCEPTIONS/BARRIERS 
     
External factors – 1 Organisational factor – 
There is not enough technical support, 2 
Technological factors – There is limited 
access to useful hardware and software. 
Social factors – Not enough support and 
recognition from peers or institution for using 
online teaching. Faculty training is necessary 
to promote self confidence in using the 
technology successfully. Quality of the LMS 
Computer competency, lack of knowledge 
and skills. Computer self-efficacy. 
Experience with the use of technology, 
Change is a big challenge. Faculty teaching 
style plays a big role. Personal 
innovativeness – persons’ tendency to 
experiment or adapt technology independent 
from other. Lack of time! 
10 (Shelton, 2017) “Giving up technology and 
social media: why 
Qualitative research was 
done by narrative interviews 
Lecturers’ non-use of technology – lecturers 





 AUTHOR TITLE OF STUDY SAMPLE PERCEPTIONS/BARRIERS 
  university lecturers stop 
using technology in 
teaching.” 
on lecturers at three United 
Kingdom Universities 
the older technologies were replaced by new 
technologies Lack of training in using the 
new technologies. 
11 (Kiryagana 





e-learning technologies at 
South African tertiary 
institution.” 
An inductive research 
paradigm followed by a 
qualitative research strategy 
were conducted. Selected 
faculty members at 
nominated in HEI took part 
in an one-on-one in-depth 
interview. 
Barriers that were found in this study 
consisted of inadequate training and support 
from the institutions, an incoherent e-policy 
at the institution and a resistance towards 
change. Support from senior management, 
un-interrupted access to the LMS, Academic 
staff need to be part of the implementation of 
the LMS. They must not be left out during 
the decision of which LMS to use at the 
Higher educations. 
12 (Wingo et al., 
2017) 
“Faculty Perceptions about 
Teaching Online: Exploring 
the Literature Using the 
Technology Acceptance 
Model as an Organizing 
Framework.” 
This study represents the 
results of 67 empirical 
studies about faculties using 
online teaching and 
published between 1995 
and 2015, using TAM2 as 
Perceived use – Technical problems 
hindered the use of online teaching, 
confidence to use it increased with increase 






 AUTHOR TITLE OF STUDY SAMPLE PERCEPTIONS/BARRIERS 
   Technological 
acceptance model. 
 
Subjective norm – Administrators were more 
positive about the online teaching. The want 
better policies instated. Institutional support 
was needed. 
 
Voluntariness – strategies needed to be in 
place to motivate the lecturers to use online 
teaching. 
 
Experience – the more they taught online, 
the more their confidence grew. 
 
Image – they were unsure how it would 
affect the review of their job – how will they 
be assessed. 
 
Job relevance – how will they interact with 
students, teaching online were determined 
by if the students were achieving learning 





 AUTHOR TITLE OF STUDY SAMPLE PERCEPTIONS/BARRIERS 
    were the technology being used, were the 
students technically inclined, their ability to 
cheat in online courses. 
 
Result demonstrability – workload, time, 
stipends an incentive to teach online, 
flexibility, professional development, 
mentoring, support, recognised by institution, 
13 (De Kock et al., 
2016) 
“User experience of 
academic staff in the use 
of a learning management 
system tool.” 
Quantitative research was 
done by sending a 
questionnaire to staff of nine 
colleges i.e. the College of 
Science, Engineering and 
Technology (38), College of 
Economic and Management 
Sciences (33), College of 
Human Sciences (33), 
College of Law (21) and 
College of Agriculture and 
The barriers were the lack of technical skills 
and attitude of the academics, how usable 
the system is, educational value of the LMS, 






 AUTHOR TITLE OF STUDY SAMPLE PERCEPTIONS/BARRIERS 

































Using Blackboard would enhance my effectiveness. 
Q04 Using Blackboard would improve my performance. 
Q07 
Blackboard contributes in integrating educational 
resources effectively. 
Q01 It is important to use Blackboard for my course. 
Q21 
Blackboard increases the capacity of the educational 
institutions. 
Q02 
Blackboard increases the flexibility in educational 
institutions systems. 
Q09 
In future students are going to demand more e- 
learning in their programmes. 
Q25 
Blackboard helps to deliver the information to 
students quickly. 
Q32 
I expect that - in the future - the use of Blackboard 
will become a necessity for all lecturers. 
Q20 Using Blackboard would increase my productivity. 
Q37 
It is important to use Blackboard as my e-learning 
platform. 
Q12 
Blackboard can increase cooperation between 
educational institutions. 
Q29 
Using Blackboard expand the ways students can 
learn. 
Q17 
Blackboard is an useful alternative when students 





I find that using Blackboard increases 
the involvement of my students in the classroom. 
Q26 
I use Blackboard because it helps to 
clarify the content of my course. 





 Blackboard offers better results than the normal 
education. 
Q39 
Using Blackboard is an important element of my 
teaching style. 
Q24 
Blackboard has led to a new change in the 
presentation of my courses. 
Q35 
I prefer Blackboard as it is an easy way to provide 
students with an individual learning. 
Q27 
Blackboard helps to achieve effective and active 
teaching. 
Q16 
I feel joy when someone talk to me about the uses of 
Blackboard in my teaching. 
Q23 
Blackboard helps the lecturer to organize his/her 
courses. 
Q15 
I feel that the use of Blackboard develops my 
teaching processes. 
Q38 
I am motivated by the fact that other lectures are also 
using Blackboard in their courses. 
Q36 
I prefer to continue with the traditional way of 










I have the necessary skills to implement Blackboard 
as the e-learning platform. 
Q11 
I am confident to use Blackboard as my e-learning 
platform. 
Q03 Learning to operate Blackboard is easy for me. 
Q44 
I have enough IT skills to use Blackboard optimally 
in my program/s. 
Q08 
I am too scared to venture into Blackboard as part of 
my teaching. 
Q14 


















I received adequate training on how to use 
Blackboard. 
Q42 
We are encouraged by management to venture into 
e-learning. 
Q40 
Management motivates and support me in using 
Blackboard. 
Q41 When I am stuck technical support is available. 
Q30 
I received training or orientation before using 
Blackboard. 
Q31 





It takes too much of my time to use Blackboard. 
Q45 
My workload is already too high to spend additional 
time on e-learning. 
Q46 FACTOR 6 
INSTITUTIONAL 
SUPPORT 
My university's e-learning policy provides clear and 
proper strategies for the use of e-learning. 
Q43 
My institution provides incentives for integrating e- 
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